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REFA C E. + 


A. the following Letters, though addreſſed to 


I Travis in particular, are laid before the Public 
large, and may fall therefore into the hands of 
e , who are unacquainted with the ſtate of 
he controverſy now at iſſue between us, it is ne- 
ary that I ſhould give a ſhort ſtatement of it, 
cauſe theſe Letters would be otherwiſe, not on- 
unintereſting, but unintelligible. The queſtion 
hether the celebrated paſſage *, 1 John V. 2., be 
tenuine or not, has ſo engaged the attention of the 
zarned during the laſt three centuries, that there 
hardly a Library in all Europe, from the Vati- 
in to the Bodleian, from Madrid to Moscow, in 
hich the manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament have 
dt been examined, in order to determine whether 
really proceeded from the pen of St. John. The 
ult of this long and laborious examination is, 


1. In our common printed editions 1 John V. 7. 8. ſtands thus, 
ort Tots low ol peprugovres [lv rd dr,, 5 nere, & Axe, 40 
70 Syros nvepa, 425 Cros ol rere ty Seri. Kan reer tory of Aagru- 
gevres bv Th ys] r wipe, ua) T0 dee, xa T6 Aua xa) of reo 
tic 10 42 tri. The words, which I have incloſed between brack- 
ets, conſtitute the disputed paſſage, 
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that of all the Greek manuſcripts of the Catholis 
Epiſtles now extant, of which more than an hun- 
dred have been quoted by name ?, mdependently of 
© thoſe which have been quoted in the aggregate?, the 
paſſage has been discovered in only one +: and that 


- 


2. Mr. Travis himſelf, p. 397 of his laſt edition, acknowledges an 
hundred and nineteen, which have not the paſſage. And is 3 
is very far from being the whole number, * 


3, By quotations in the aggregate I underſtand ſuch 8 
tions as theſe: Tandem codices, quos nos in multis Angliae 
Galliaeque bibliothecis videre contigit, omnes: with which 
a Dr. Griesbach cloſes the catalogue of the Greek MSS, which he 
| had particularly ſpecified. Profeſſor Birch alſo, after having 
ſearched the principal libraries in Vienna, Venice, Florence, 
and Rome, wrote a letter to Michaelis, (publiſhed in the Orient, 
Biblioth. Vol. XXIII. p. 138) in which he ſays that, among 
all the Greek MSS. which he had examined, the paſſage is 
contained in none. VVhen the ſecond volume of Birch's Greek 
Teſtament is publiſhed, theſe MSS. will probably be quoted by 
name. Prof. Alter likewiſe (Pref. to Vol. II. of his ed. of the 
Iliad p. LXXXV) ſays Candidus profiteor me in nullo codice 
manuſeripto Graeco, aut Slavonico Ver. 7. de tribus teſtibug 
reperiſſe. 


4. Mr. Travis p. 396 reckons two MSS. now extant, which con- 
tain the paſſage, for he brings into the account, not only the 
Dublin, but likewiſe the Berlin manuſcript, But as the latter 
is unqueſtionably a tranſcript from the Complutenſian edition, 
with various readings occaſionally interſperſed in the text from 
R. Stephens's edition of 1550, (ſee the Appendix to theſe Let- 
ters No. 2) it cannot be admitted as evidence in a critical in- 
yuiry, becauſe a thouſand ſuch MSS. may be fabricated at plea- 
ſure. If we may reckon written copies of printed books, as 

equivalent to Greek manuſcripts, I am ſurpriſed that the Codex 
Guelpherbytanus D. is not added to the number: for this copy 
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| fingle ſolitary manuſcript is not only at leaſt as mo- 


dern as the fifteenth century, hut has a remarkable 
reading at 1 John V. 6, which was manifeſtly taken 
from the Vulgate ; and therefore has neither ſuffi- 
cient antiquity, nor ſufficient integrity, to be en- 
titled to a voice, in a queſtion of ſacred criticism 7. 
To remedy this deficiency, various attempts have 
been made, to ſhew that there exiſted formerly 
Greek manuſcripts, which contained the paſſage, 
though it is rejected in general þy thoſe, which are 
now extant, It is true, that in attempts of this 
kind there is little expectation of ſucceſs: for the 
Greek Fathers, not only have never quoted the pas- 


' ſage, even in their warmeſt disputes about the Tri- 


nity, which they certainly would have done, if 
the paſſage had been known to them, but actually 
quote the ſixth and eighth verſes in ſucceſſion, with- 
out the words -e&y 1 8gavp 6 Harig s Ac yes nal To 
di Iheipe, 2a.) Frei of Tis & Let. ua} Tei; wow of 
pagruvgdvres &v Th 5. It is certain therefore, that 


has the paſſage both in Greek, and, in Latin, Unfortunately 
however it is ſo modern, as to contain the Lacks . of 


Theodore Beza. 
5. See the Notes to Michaelis's Introduction Vol. JT. p. 755. 


6. See Bengel. App. crit, p. 458, ed. ada: Wetſtenii Libelli ad 
eriſin atque interpretationem N. T. ed. Semler. p. 91: Griesbach. 
Nov. Teſt. Tom, II. p. 227; Matthii's Note to 1 John V. 7.: 

and Profeſſor Porſon's Letters, p. 372 - 378. Moreover, Mat- 

| thki in the place juſt quoted adds: Praeterea, bona fide teſtor 
me in nullo codice hoc loco lituram deprehendiſſe, nec hujus 
loci ullum -veſtigium animadvertiſſe, nec in marginibus codicum, 
nec in ſcholiis, nec in catenis, cum tamen ad manus mihi fuc- 
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this paſſage was not in their Greek manuſcripts 7. 
Nor was it contained in any of the Greek manu- 


xint tres codices cum ſcholiis ineditis Orthodoxorum' Theologo- 
rum, et unus, cum catend novendecim nobiliſimorum eccleſiae 
Graecae Patrum , cujus * aer incidendum curavi, ſaeculo 
IX. ſeriptus. | | 


' 


7. Beſide thoſe Greek MSS, which contain the text of the Epis- 
tles complete, there are ot#:rs,, which contain only Leſſons 


from them appointed to be read in the Greek Churches, and 
are called therefore Lectionaries of the Epiſtles. A Lectionary 
of this kind the Greeks called 'Anc5oaz;, to diſtinguiſh it from 


thoſe, which contained Leſſons from the Gospels. Now as the 
Leſſons read in the Greek Churches were not always the fame, 


at all times, and in all countries where the Greek language 
was ſpoken, different Lectionaries contain different extracts, 
and of courſe they do not all contain that portion of the firſt 
epiſtle of St. John, which belongs to our preſent inquiry. But 
thoſe, which do contain this portion, contain it like other 
Greek MSS. without the words tu {ry d 5 arge u. r. A.: 


for inſtance the two Moscow MSS. quoted by Matthii, and | 


noted by him b and e. In the library of the late K. of France 
there are fifteen Greek Lectionaries, which contain Leſſons, 
either from the N. T. in general, or from the Catholic Epis- 
tles in particular. How many of them contain the Leſſon 
from 1 John V. I know not: but this I know, that na one 
has been able to diſcover 1 John V. 7. in any one of them, 
However in the printed editions of the Greek Lectionaries, the 
words 2 Ty s, 5 rare z. r. a. have been inſerted contrary 
to the authority of the Greek MSS., as well as in our printed 


editions of the Greek Teſtament: which indeed is the leſs ex- 


traordinar y, becauſe when the firſt edition of an Arigenas was 
printed, which was at Venice in 1602, the disputed paſſage had 


peen already printed in above an hundred and forty editions of the | 
Greek Teſtament, as appears from Maſch's chronological. index - 


to the Bibliotheca ſacra, No 'anireace therefore ever cynrained 
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ſcripts, from which the ancient verſions-were made, 
not excepting even the Latin. It is totally unknown 
to the MSS. of the Old Syriac verſion 8: it is want- 


ing in the New Syz1ac or Philoxenian verſion“, 


which was made in the beginning of the ſixth cen- 
tury, and collated with Greek MSS. at Alexandria in 


me beginning of the ſeventh; it is wanting alſo in 


the Arabic MSS. as well of the verſion printed in 
the Polyglots, as of that, which was publiſhed by 
Erpenius: it is wanting in the Ethiopic, the Cop- 
Lic, and the Sahidic *9; it is wanting in the MSS. 
1 John V. 7. before the printed one of 1602 3 yet Mr. Travis 
ſays p. 435. 1 'Am372a05 has akways exhibited this verſe. _ 


$. For this. roſs it is not in the firſt printed edition of this 
verſion, which was publiſhed by Widmanſtadt at Vienna in 
1555, Tremellius, who publiſhed the ſecond edition in 1559, 
tranſlated the paſſage into Syriac from the Vulgate, but ven- 


tmtrecdl no further, than to add it in the margin. Later editors 


however have been ſo conſcientious, as to take the tranſlation 
of Tremellius into. the text, and to print it as a pat of the 
Old Syriac verſion. Thomas, a Syro-Indian Biſhop on the 
goaſt of Malabar, who lived in the beginning of the preſent 
century, was more ſcrupulous: for though he had a tranfcript 
made of the Old Syriac verſion, which is dated 1790, and 
Which he ſent as à preſent to Schaaf, he agted like Tremellius, -- 
and added the paſſage only in the margin, See Adlers Verl, 
Syr. p. 31-33. | OS The 

9. Ste Ridley de Verl. yr. Sect. 13. | 

10. The Sahidic verſion is different from tho PIO dela writ= © 

ten in the dialect of the upper Egypt. And this Verſion has 


not the paſſage in queſtion, as appears from Woide's collation, 
Printed in Michaeliz's Orient. Bib. Vol X. p. 199, under the 
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of the Armenian verſion 7, and in thoſe of the 


11. The firſt printed edition of the Armenian verſion was pub- 


that he ſaw in the hands of the Armenian Biſhop an Ar- 


or rather our want of knowledge of them, prevented an 
Into Armenian the prologues falſely attributed to Jerom, and 


Which Galanus, who was many years Miffionary in Armenia, 
on the part of the Propaganda, _ publiſhed at Rome in 1690) 


lo in the epiſtle of Gregory, ' Biſhop of Sis, #0 King Haitho, 


for Variae Lass Epiſtolarum J a et Judae, e Ver- 
fione Aegyptiata utriusque dialecti collectae. 7 2 


liſhed at Amſterdam in 1666, by Uſcan, an Armenian Biſhop, 
who came thither for the purpoſe of printing the verſion of 
his country. In this edition is given an Armenian tranſlation | 
of 1 John V. 7.2 But as the Armenian Verfion was made im- 
mediately from the Greek, this edition no ſooner appeared than 
critics began to ſuſpect, that the inſertion was made contrar y 
to the authority of the Armenian manuſcripts: eſpecially as 
this very liberty had been taken, both with the Syriac verſion, 
and with Luther's German tranſlation, and Uscan himſelf ac- 
knowledges in the Preface, that he had made ſome alterations 
from the Vulgate. This ſuſpicion was conſiderably augmented 
by the teſtimony of Sandius, who in his Interpret. paradoxae, 
(printed three years after Uscan's firſt edition) p. 376 relates, 


menian MS. four hundred years/ old, in which 1 John * 
was not contained. But the great ſcarcity of Armenian MSS, , 


abſolute deciſion on this ſubject, And as the Armenian 
and Latin Churches have bean cloſely united during ſe- 
veral centuries, as Haitho in the thitteenth century tranſlated 


in the Armenian Acts of the Councils of Sis and Adana, the 
one held thirty ſeven, the other about fifty years after the 
death of Haitho, (chat is, in the printed edition of thoſe Acts, 


the ſeventh verſe is quoted in conjunction with the eighth, as 
after he had turned monk, it has been thought not improbable 


thar Haitho tranſlated the paſſage from the Vulgate, and that 
it is contained in the modern tranſcripts of the Armenian Ver- 
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Slavonian or Ruſſian verſion 12; and laſtly, it is 


ſion. waver; as far as I recollect, no one has ever pretended 
to have actualiy ſeen any ſuch tranſcript : and therefore I have 


always doubted, whether 1 John V. 7. was quoted in the Manu 
ſeript Acts of theſe Councils, and in the manuſcript epiſtle of 
Gregory, eſpecially as Ver. 8. is to the purpoſe, but Ver. 7. 
wholly foreign to the purpoſe, for which the quotation is made. 
See Galani Conciliat, Eccleſ. Armen. cum Rom. Tom. I. p. 437, 
461, 478. Nor muſt it be forgotten that, when Galanus pub- 
liſhed this work, Uscan's Bible, in which r John V. 7. was in- 


| ſerted, had been already four and twenty years in print, At 


preſent all doubts are removed on this ſubject by the following 
account communicated by Profeſſor Alter, in the Preface to 
the ſecond volume of his edition of the Iliad p. LXXXV, 
*Plurimum'Reverendus Bibliothecarius Meghitarenfium, in in- 
ſula S. Lazari Venetiis, P. Joannes Zohrab Armenus, Viennae 


nune (ſeil. 1790) negotia agens, mihi affirmavit, ſe in nullo co- 


dice manuſcripto Armeno Nov. Teſt., quos tamen multos et vario 
in Conventas bibliotheca habent, 1 John V. 7. reperiſſe, ilinmque 


in nullo adhuc codice Armeno repertum fuiſſe. The ſame account 


the Profeſſor communicated to Mr. Travis, who has printed it 
in a note to his laſt edition p. 380: and yet only five pages 
after, Mr. Travis aſſerts that the Armenian manuſcripts contain 
the paſſage; and p. 435 he ſays, The ancient Armenian Ver- 
fion has conſtantly exhibited this disputed text.” 


12. See Poletika's Letter, printed in Michaelis's Introduction, 


Vol, II. p. 154, of the Cambridge edition, Profeſſor Alter like- 
wiſe has examined all the Slavonian MSS,” in the imperial 
library at Vienna, but found 1 John V. 7. in none, as Mr. 
Travis himſelf acknowledges p. 337. In the edition of the Sla- 
vonian or Ruſſian Verſion, which was printed in 1581» the 
paſſage was no? inſerted: in that of 1663 it was added only in 
the margin, whence in later editions it crept into the text. See 
Michaelis's Introduction, Vol. II. p. 156. Theſe facts were not 
unknown to Mr. Travis, when ke publiſhed the laſt edition of 
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wanting in the moſt ancient MSS. even of the Latin 
verhon? 3, 3 | | | | 


Preface. © 


his Letters, as appears from p. 237: yet he ill repeats the 
aſſertion (p. 335), that © the verſe in queſtion 1 its place 
in all the Ruſſian New Team? 28 


13. Werltein i in his Note to 1 1 John V. 7. enumerates twenty five, 


which are of very great antiquity: and conſequently their uai- : 


ted evidence is of more weight, than that of five and twenty 
hundred modern tranſeripts of the Vulgate. A deſcrijption-of 
moſt of them may be ſeen in Le Long Bib. ſacra, Tom. I. 


p. 235-256, Simon Hiſt, des Verſ. Ch. IX. and Mill's Note to 


x John V. 7. One of theſe twenty five MSS, is the famous 
Lectionary, of which Mabitlon Save extracts in his Liturgia 


| Gallicana, and which is probably the moſt ancient Latin MS. 


now extant. It is the only one bf the collated M88. which is 
free from the interpolation, *deglutiens mortem ut vitae acter- 


nae haeredes efficeremur,” 1 Pet. III. 22., as Profeſſor Porſon has 


already obſerved p. 184. It is Hikewiſe free, as appears from 
Mabillon de Liturgia Gallicana, p. 477. from another long inter- 
polation, found in all other Latin MSS. hitherto collated, at Jude 24. 
To Wetſtein's Liſt may be added a Latin MS, written in the ninth 
century, and preſerved in the library of St. Martin des Camps in 
Paris. See Simon Hiſt. des Verſ. Ch. IX. p. 112, where an ac+ 
coynt is likewiſe given of a modern MS. which had been ſo 
faithfully copied from its original, that the paſſage was added 


neither in the text nor in the margin. Two Strasburg MSS, 


are quoted by Mill, (but overlaoked by Wetſtein) on the au- 


thority of Burnet, who an hundred years ago aſcribed to one 


of them an antiquity of eight hundred, to to the other of nine 
hundred years. Griesbach quotes. the Harleian MS, 1772, and 
Porſon two more Harleian MSS., all three not more modern, 
and probably more ancient than the eleventh century, Fyrther 
Mr, Travis, who has examined all the Latin MSS, of the N. 
T. in the library of the Late K. of France, which he ſays a- 


Preface, 1 


Ĩ0ð ſuppoſe therefore, that the paſſage ever 
exiſted in ancient Greek manuſcripts, is contrary 
to the rules of probability founded on actual expe- 
rience. And what renders the ſuppolition ſtill more 
improbable, is that the origin of this paſſage may 

be clearly traced in the Latin verſion. For though 
in the text of the moſt ancient Latin manuſeripts 
no traces are viſible of 1 John V. 7, yet in 
ſome of them it is found added in the margin, 
or interlined by a later hand, but in various 44 


mount to an hundred and thirty fix, acknowledges p. 338. 
that there are ten, in which the paſſage is not contained. (Theſe 
I will reckon only as eight, becauſe two Latin MSS, in this 
library have been already quoted by Simon and Wetltein.) 
The numbers affixed to theſe ten MSS, Mr. Travis has not 
mentioned; but, as in general the modern Latin MSS. contain 
the paſſage, and the moſt ancient do not, we may expect to 
find theſe ten among the latter. Now I have found on con- 
ſulting the printed catalogue (Catal. Libr. MSS. Bib, Regiae 
Tom. II) that thoſe Latin MSS. containing the Catholic Epis- 
tles, which are more ancient than the twelfth century, are ex- 
actly ten in number, and are marked at preſent, 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
7. 8, 47+ 250. 2328. The three firſt, and the two Jaſt the 


editors of this Catalogue refer to the ninth Century, No. 5 and 


6 to the tenth, and No. 7, 8 and 47 to the eleventh century. 
As for the other Latin MSS. in this library, they are for the 
maſt part very modern, More than eighty of them are of the 
fourteenth century, and ſome even of the fifteenth: and there- 
fore they are hardly entitled to a yoice in a queſtion of ſacred 
criticism. Laſtly, Mr. Travis adds p. 358. that one of the Pub- 
lin -MSS, has the paſſage only lim the margin. — Ve know 
therefore ſof more than forty Latin MSS, which have not the 
paſſage | in the text. 


14. The various ſhapes under which the 3 firſt . in 


Latin MS$. may be ſeen on conſulting the Nates of Erasmus, 
p T f K. . . 


— 
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mapes, as a myſtical interpretation of the Spirit, 
the Water, and the Blood *f:- hence in thoſe 


Mill, n to 1 John V. 7: Simon Hiſt. des Verf. Ch, 
IX.: and Porſons's 6th Letter. 


15. The African Fathers, in the true myſtical ſpirit of that coun- 
try, began at an early age to interpret 1 John V. 8. of the Tri- 
nity. Cyprian (de Unit, Eccleſ.) applies in this manner the final 
clauſe of the eighth verſe, et hi tres unum ſunt.” That 
theſe words are a quotation not from the ſeventh (which in Cy- 
10 pirian's time did not exiſt in the Latin any more than in the 
| Greek MSS.) but from the eighth verſe, and that the application 
| | | of them to Pater, Filius, and Spiritus ſanctus was made by Cy- 
prian himſelf, who was fond of allegorical interpretations, is 
evident, becauſe Cyprian did not quote in coelo Pater, Verbum, 
— et Spiritus ſanctus,” before Vet hi tres unum ſunt,” which he 
certainly would have done, had he found theſe words in his 
manuſcript of the Latin Verſion. ' Auguſtin, likewiſe an African, 
who lived about an hundred years later than Cyprian, went « 
ſtep further, and drew a parallel between ſpiritus, ſanguis, aqua, 
and Pater, Filius, and Spiritus ſanctus; for in his treatiſe againſt 
Maximin (Lib. II. cap. 22) he ſays, Si ea, quae his (eil. ſpiritu, 
ſanguine, et aqua) ſignificata ſunt, velimus inquirere, non abſur- 
de occurrit ipſa Trinitas, quae unus, ſolus, verus, ſummus eſt Deus, 
Pater, et Filius, et Spiritus ſanctus, de quibus veriſſime dici 
potuit, Tres ſunt teſtes, et tres unum ſunt: ut nomine ſpiritus 
ſignificatum accipiamus Deum Patrem, — nomine autem ſan- 
guinis Filium, — et nomine aquae Spiritum ſanctum. Here 
again it is evident that 1 John V. 7. did not exiſt in the Latin 
MSS. in the time of Auguſtin, or he could not have uſed the 
expreſſions, uon abſurde occurrit, and dici potuit. But as the 
fame of Auguſtin was ſo. great, it is not extraordinary that an 
explanation, which he had introduced, was generally received 
in the Latin Church, that it was gradually added, in one 
form or other, in the margin of Latin MSS. and quoted in 
conjunction with the verſe, of which it was the interpretation. 
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Latin ne * 1 . the paſſage in ths 


Yet, though 8 was belek followed in aki 
1 John V. 8. to the Trinity, his ſucceſſors did not all agree 
with him, in the mode of application. Auguſtin explained 


ſpiritus as denoting Pater, and agua as denoting Spiritus ſan- 


etus, in which he is imitated by Facundus: Eucherius on the 


- contrary explains aqua of Pater} and ſpiritus of Spiritns ſanctus. 


Vigilius places Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus, (without ſanicrus) as 
correſponding to agua, ſangnis et caro: Caſſiodorus has Pater, 
et Filius, et Spiritus ſanctus, as correſponding to aqua, ſanguis 
et ſpiritus: the modern Vulgate Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus ſan- 
ctuf, as correſponding to /piritus, aqua, et ſanguis. Vigilius 
oppoſes to tres unum ſunt (Ver. 8.) ſometimes tres in nobis ſunt, 
at other times tres in Chriſto Jeſu ſunt: Caſſiodorus has tres 
unns eft Deus: the modern Vulgate has tres unum ſunt in both 


| places. Vigilius has ſometimes teſtimonium perhibent in coelo, at 


other times. teſtimonium dicunt in coelo, the modern Vulgate 
teſtimonium dant in coelo. Such is the origin of 1 John V. 7. 
among the Latin writers, and ſuch were the alterations, which 
it underwent, befpre it was moulded into its preſent form. 
Several centuries however muſt have elapſed, before it was re- 
gularly written in the MSS. of the Latin Verſion, as a part of 
St. John's text, as appears from the ancient Latin MSS. which 


I have already mentioned, And that it was not in the Latin 


MSS. when the Prologue to the firſt epiſtle of St. John was 
written, is certain: for the author of it, whoever he was, (pro- 
bably a writer of the ſeventh -or eighth century) makes a com- 
plaint on this very ſubject, ſaying of the authors of the Latin 
Verſion, Trium tantum vocabula, hoc eſt, aquae, ſanguinis, et 
ſpiritus, in ſua editione ponentes, et Patris, Verbique, et Spiri- 
rus teſtimonium omittenter, — Laſtly, to prevent miſtakes in 
regard to what is called the old Italie verſion, it mnſt be ob- 
ſerved that, if any particular Latin verſion, which bore the diſtin- 
guiſhed title of Verſio Itala, ever exiſted, no MSS, of it con- 
taining the firſt epiſtla of St. John are now extant. The only 
means therefore of discovering its readings in this epiſtle are 


xn Preſace. 

text 16, it appears ſometimes in one form, ſometimes 
in another* 7: and, what is particularly to be noted, 
it is ſo far from having any fixed place, that in ſome 


the quotations of the Latin Fathers of the four firſt centuries; 
but not one of the Latin Fathers of, the four firſt centuries 
has quoted 1 John V. 7., though many feeble efforts have been 
made, to ſhew that ſome of them alluded to it. It is remark- 
able that Sabatier, who attempted to reſtore the text of the old 
Latin verſien in the firſt epiſtle of St. John by putting together 
quotations of the moſt ancient Latin Fathers, was ſo fortunate Wil 
as to find in different parts of the works of Auguſtin a ſuffi- 
cient number of quotations, to form the whole of che four 
firſt chapters, and likewiſe the beginning of the fifth, But 
when he comes to the critical place, this very voluminous 
father, who wrote not leſs than ten treatiſes on the epiſtle in 
queſtion, ſuddenly deſerts him, though immediately after the 
critical place Auguſtin comes again to his aſſiſtance. This 
chasm therefore, that Sabatier might have ſomething to corres- 
pond to the modern Vulgate, he is obliged to fill up by a 
quotation from Vigilius Tapſenſis, who wrote at the end of 
the fifth century. Yer Mr, Travis, ſays p. 435, che old Ita- 
lic verſion has always had this paſſage. 


16. Mr. Travis acknowledges p. 322, that the Doxology Matth. 
VI. 13. was not originally in the Gospel of St. Matthew, but 
8 that it was added in the margin of ſome MSS, and thus gras 
dually crept into the text. Yet this Doxology is in nineteen 
Greek MSS. out of twenty, and is quoted by many of the 
Greek Fathers.- Strange therefore, that he ſhould not admit the 
ſame of 1 John V. 7. which has every reſpectable authority 
againſt it. Biſhop Burnet, though he wrote an hundred years ago, 

| | ſtill refuſed to quote the paſſage as ſcripture authority: for he 

1 ſays in his Expoſition of the thirty nine Articles, p. 40. ed. 

| 1699 fol. I leave it to be maintained by others, who are 
more fully perſuaded of its being authentical.” What would 
Burnet have ſaid, if he had lived in the preſent * 


17. See the authors * Note 14. 
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times 88. it is added. before, in others after the eighth 
oted, erſe 18. Its origin therefore in the Latin is not 
ſome matter of conjecture, but of hiſtorical fact. 

I urther, we know in what manner, and at what 
me” zeriod, it was transplanted from the Latin into the 
* regk. In the year 1215 Pope Innocent III held a 
emark- eneral Council in the Lateran, in Which was con- 
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I-mned a work of the Abbot- Joachim, who had 
itten againſt Lombard, Archbiſhop of Paris, on 
he ſubject of the Trinity. In the Acts of this Coun- 
i, which were written originally in Latin, and 
xe printed in Harduini Acta Conciliorum Tom. VII. 
b. 1 78, the two verſes 1 John V. 7. 8. were 
quoted from the Vulgate. Theſe Acts, with the 
zuotations from the Vulgate, were tranſlated into 
reek *9, and ſent to the Greek Churches, in the 
ope of promoting an union with the Latin, which 


F 1 - A 


. 290 as one of the ſubjects of debate in this Lateran, 
old Ita» 0 
| 18. Though the modern MSS, of the Vulgate have in general 

Matth. the paſſage before the eighth verſe, yet the oldeſt of thoſe La- 
w, but tin MSS, , which have the paſlage in the text, place it for the | 
Us gras moſt part, like Vigihius Tapſenſis, after the eighth verſe, as may 
nineteen be ſeen in Bengelii Appar. crit- p. 467 ed. ada. Nor is this ar- 
of the rangement difficult to be explained. When the paſſage was 
Imit the firſt inſerted, it was inſerted as an interpretation of the eighth 
uthority verſe, and of eourſe was placed after it: but in the modern 
ars ago,. tranſcripts of the Vulgate, the dignity of its ſubject has obtain- 
for he ed for it the precedence, 

40. ed. : | | 
who are 19. The words of the Acts of this Council, where 1 John V. 7. 8. 


t would is quoted from the Vulgate, (ſee Harduini Act. Concil. Tom. 
VII. p. 18. or Manſi Concilia Tom. XXII. p. 98% are *Quem- 


almgdum in canonica Joannis epiſtola legitur; Quia tres fins, 


n 


XIX „„. 


1 John had been known to them full thirteen hundred 


Hall 20, About an hundred years ator: this pe- 
_ riod, the Greeks likewiſe began to quote 1 John v. 
. and not till then, though the firft Epiſtle of St. 


le 


. 2 


years. The firſt Greek writer, who has quoted it, * 


is Manuel Calecas, whoſe attachment to the Church 
of Rome was ſo great, that he accepted the order 
of St. Dominick, and adopted the tenets of the La- 
tin Church de proceſſione Spiritus ſancti, in oppo- 
ſition to thoſe maintained by the Greek Church. Ca- 
. wes | 15 5 : 4.6 en 


— 


22 =OJ0Jo 0-Yg. 


qui teſtimonium dant in coelo, Ws Verbum, et ; Spirieus . 
et hi tres unum ſunt, Statimque ſubjungitur, E# tres ſuns qui 
teſtimonium dant in terra, ſpiritus, aqua et ſangnis , et tres mum 
_ Fins: ficut in codicibus quibusdam (/eil. Larinis) invenitur.” 
In the Greek tranſlation, which Hardouin and Manſi have print · 
ed in the adjacent column, theſe Latin words are thus rendered: 
"Ov 7 75 TY U TE — dig av ,s: „ or. reer 
ten of uagrugdvyreg iv Bpavy s mars, Naxos, xx) Tvelua wy" xa 
ore (a aniſtake for 570;) 05 reel l how EVN Te TgooTiIy0, 
. 0G de bv Twi age (inſtead of this curious 
=o a Greek would have uſed &vriygdhus) bveirnera:. J have 
here repreſented this paſſage exactly as it ſtands in the Greek 
Acts, in which there is a chasm between geriet and aden, 
for as Ver. 8. already exiſted in the Greek, the tranſlator thought 
it unneceſſary to produce it. This obſervation I make for the 
ſake of Mr. Travis's readers, becauſe he has taken the liberty, 
to fill up this chasm with ſixteen words: of his own authority 
twelve of which he has copied from the Dublin MS., and to 
quote them as a part of the Greek Acts, though they do not 
exiſt in the Greek Acts. Further, inſtead of 2» se, without 
the article, which is a ball tranſlation of in coelo, he has print- 
ed tv Ty cad „wich the article. See p. 398 of his laſt edition. 


20. See Cave's Hiſtoria Literaria, Tom, IT, e.. ed. Londia, 1698, 
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"BOM . who lived i m the Contench 8 is ſuo- 
ceeded by Bryennius 27 in the fifteenth, Who was 
likewiſe ſo -attached to the Church af Rome, that. 
he quotes 1 John V. 6, not with 7g TYWKG i511 
abe the reading of the Greek MSS., but with 
c Ng ts 1 & Aij bei the reading of the Latin, and 
omits the final clauſe of the eighth verſe, in oppo- 
ſition likewiſe to the Greek MSS. and in conformity 
with only modern tranſcripts of the Vulgate 22. 
Bryennius is ſucceeded by the writer of the Dublin 
MS. either in the ſame century, or in the beginning 


of the next 25: by the 8 editors i in the | 


21. In ä the Lateran Council, e 206 
tur ſanctus had been baldly tranſlated Wy FT xa? Tvilue tyuov, 
without an article becauſe there is none in the Latin: but Ca- 


lecas and Bryennius, who were native Greeks, and therefore 


felt this deficiency, wrote 5 At, ua) 76 Tveiue #8 Ax, With an 
irt ele more 80 the Complurenſian editors and IU inſerted, 


22. The final clauſe of the eighth ea 
ſcripts of the Vulgate written after the time of the fourth La- 
teran Council, becauſe the Abbot Joachim had made à peryerſe 
uſe of it. It is this clauſe, to which alluſion is made in the 
above quoted paſſage from the Latin Acts of the Lateran Coun - 
cil, where it is ſaid, *ficut in codicibus quibusdam invenitur. 


The expreſſion in codjeibus quihusdam“ is very artful, and 


deſigned merely to render the final clauſe of Ver. 8. ſuspicipus: 
for the Latin MSS., which reject it, wee oj anjocen aſs the 
- time of this Lateran Council. 


23. The Dublin MS. omits alſo the fins} clauſe of te eighth verſe: 
and has x93 Per. 6, like the Vulgate inſtead of ge the 


* reading of the Greek MSS. But the tranſlation given in the 


Dublin MS, was not copied from Bryennius: for this MS. has 
4 2 . 4 : * * | - * 422 + 4 2 < ES 
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Gixteenth century 24 „by Peter Mogilas a Greek vyri- 

ter of the eee century, and by the Greeks 

in general of the preſent age. Nor muſt it be for- 
gotten, that when the paſlage firſt appeared in Greek, 


Kare, Aye, xa) mvelpe, dyiev, Without any article, and Ver, 6. 

has likewiſe 2a4%:« without the article. — That many readings Wl 

were taken into the Dublin MS. from the Vulgate, at leaſt in 

the firſt Epiſtle of St. John, appears from a collation, which Wi 

has been lent to me from Dublin, of this Epiſtle, For inſtance, WW 

! "beſide xls Ch. V. 6, and the omiſſion of the final clauſe 

Ver. $, it reads negin«r3uer Ch. I. 6: omits Sras Ch. II. 6, and 

has due Ch. V. 20, in conformity with the Vulgate, and in 
oppoſition. to all the Greek M88. 


ont 


24. The Complutenſian editors omit likewiſe the final clauſe of 
the 8th verſe, t they have given a different tranſlation of 
the disputed paſlage: for they have 6 Tarhg ua) & Aoyecy xa} T9 
&yzov rv,“ Which is very different from the reading exhibited 
either in the Greek Acts of the Latetan Council, or in the 
Dublin MS. or by Calecas, or by Bryennius. And after 
ech, inſtead of a} E704 ef Tge7s tv lie, they have nad of gerte lis 
To tv eli. They rendered alſo in terra by #: ri; 9e, which is 
given by t rg 75, both in the Dublin MS, and by Bryennius, 

But they were not unacquainted with the Greek Acts of the 
Lateran, Council, in which the paſſage in . queſtion. appeared for 
he firſt time in Greek, for in their Note to 1 John V. 7., in- 
ſtead of appealing to Greek M88. (indeed they had none to 
which they could appeal, as Stunica himſelf virtually acknow- 
ledged by ſaying Sciendum eſt hoc loco Graecorum codices 
eſſe corruptos,” when publickly challenged by Erasmus to quote 
a Greek MS.) they refer to-a work of Thomas Aquinas againſt 
the Abbot, Joachim, which was condemned at this Council. 
"They acted therefore like Calecas and Bryennius, and mould- 
ed the paſſage into better Greek, than had been uſed in the 
Greek tranſlation of the Acts of the Lateran Council: whereas 
the writer of the Dublin Ms., who was not a very excellent 


BE. P - Ez = = + ay 


/ * 


Wri- 
reeks 
e for- 
Teck, 


Ver, 6. 
eadings 
leaſt in 


- 
1 
a ＋ 0 1 
* = 
which 
1 N 
- Wh 


nſtance, 
clauſe 
6, and 
and in 


lauſe of 
ation of 
„ Xa} 70 
xhibited 
r in the 
id after 
gere £15 
which is 
yennius, 
s of the 
ared for 
. 7., in- 
none to 
acknow- 
codices 


o quote | 


; againſt 
Council, 
mould- 
T in the 
whereas 
xcellent 


Preface. | ob XIX 


it preſented itſelf under as many different ſhapes 45, 


as when it firſt made its appearance in the Latin, 


which would hardly have happened, had it 755 
derived Ben the autograph of St, John. 


All hope therefore of ſhewing, even wk the 


leaſt colour of probability, that the words ev 79 gga- 
Va 0 TATNG. %. r. X ever exiſted i in ancient Greek 


MSS. appears to be utterly extinguiſhed. But as 
ardour in controverſy increaſes, as the obſtacles, 
which preſent themſelves, are multiplied, and the 
rules of probability are generally discarded by 
thoſe, who reſolve at all events to maintain an opi- 
mon, which they have once embraced 26, it has 
been aſſerted in ſpite of all theſe discouragements, 


that there really exiſted Greek MSS. in the fixteenth 
century, which contained the paſſage, and that ſuch 


MSS. were uſed by Robert Stephens. That they, 


who are unacquainted with Stephens's celebrated” 


edition of the Greek Teſtament, which was pub- 


Grecian, was ſatisfied not only with a5yec xa) v] 2y:ov, but 
likewiſe with 773g without an article, though in the Greek Acts 
this ſingle word really has an article. However it muſt be ſaid 
to his credit that he inſerted an article before &gavg, which has 
none in the Greek Acts, 


25, See the five tes Notes. 


26. Male ſtrenuos ii fe praebent in bellis Domini, qui ita animum 


inducunt: Dogmati elenchogue meo epportunus eſt hie text; ergo 


me ipſe cogam, ad eum protinus pro vero habendum, et omnia 
guae pro eo corradi poſſunt obnixe defendam, Bengel. Appar. 
crit. P. 452, ed. N. | 


* * 2 


liſhed in 1550, may comprehend in what manner 
the queſtion took it's riſe whether Stephens had 
really ſuch MSS. or not, it will be neceſlary to ex- 
plain the plan, which he adopted in this edition. 
The text is a re-impreſſion of the fifth edition of 
Erasmus 27, with a few alterations, which, in the Wl 
whole N. T. according to Wetſtein , do not ex- 
ctxed twenty. In the margin, " Stephens quotes va- il 
rious readings, from the Complutenſian edition, 
and from fifteen Greek nianuſcripts, eight of which 
were borrowed from the King's Library, fix were 
procured from various quarters, and one was col- 
lated in Ttaly. Theſe ſixteen copies he denotes, 
when he quotes various readings from them, by 
Wo the Greek numerals &, G, , etc. as far as 19. The 
I , Codex d he quotes thronghont the whole New Tes- 
= tament, berauſe the Complutenkan, like other printed 
editions, contains the whole. Of his fifteen M88. 
he quotes ſome in one part, ſome in another, but 
none throughout the whole N. T.: for Greek Mss. 
in general are not like printed editions, but con- 
tain. commonly only parts of the New Teſtament 29. 
In the Catholic Epiſtles, Stephens has quoted only | 
ſeven manuſcripts: conſequently, in theſe Epiſtles 
he collated only ſeven, for, if he had collated more, 
he of courſe would have quoted more. Theſe even 3 
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29. To one Greek NIS. which contains the whole New Teſtament, 
there are at leaſt thirty, which contain only parts of it. 


he denotes by the numerals J, e, C, 0, f, , 0, 
of which the four marked 3, i, C /,. were from 
the King's Library, and the other three 0, 4, ry, 
were among the fix, which he had procured elſe- 
where. At 1 John V. 3. the disputed pallige ſtands 
thus in Stephens's text: ev 79 ggavy 0 Taye 0 As, 
val T6 aro ef, x) Frei el Tels i £104" wel re; 
a ol hug rug8vreg evi Nñ: which paſſage is worded 
exactly as it is in the fifth (not the third) edition of 
Erasmus, nor 18 any alteration made in the arrange- 


ment, except that Erasmus has &yzv after wvefha, 
but Robert Stephens before it 3*. In the margin 


30. Throughout all the Cath. Ep, no other marks appear in Ste- 
|  phens's margin, than theſe ſeven, except the ſingle inſtance 
2 Pet, I. 4. Where 45 is printed, but which is undoubtedly a 
typographical error, either for , or »y: for if the Codex . 
had contained the Cath. Ep. and Stephens had collated it, he 
would not have quoted it merely i in one inſtance. | Beſides, we 
ao that the Codex 4 is now preſerved in the library of St. 
PFPioictor in Paris, and chat it does not contain any one of the 
| Epilties, \ 


31, Erasmus printed, in his two firſt editions of the Greek Te 

rament, the fifth chapter of the firſt epiſtle of St. John, us he 
found it in Greek MSS.: and conſequently without the words 

| +» TG sg, 6 rare v. 7. X.: Which honeſt conduct having 
been cenſured by thoſe, who knew nothing of Greek MISS, 
and were atcuſtoined only to the Vulgate, in which the pa- 
fage had long gained full poſſeſſion, he anſwered” *Addentli de 
meo, quae Graecis deſunt, provineiam non ſuſceperam. But that 
he might give as little offenee,; as poſlible, to the members of the. 
Church of Rome, whoſe oracle was not the Greek, but the Vulgate, 
he promiſed to inſert the paſſage in his third edition, if a Greek 
MS, could be discovered, which contained it, Search was magde 


XXII Preface. 
Oppoſite to 1 John V. 7. $topheds has quoted the 
ſeven MSS. 1 8 mentioned, with an oe pre- 


n and in les than a year aſter this 1 ks re- 
eeived intelligence that ſuch a MS. exifted in England: which 
MS. Erasmus calls, from the place of its reſidence at that time, 
Codex Britannicus, and which, were he now alive, he would 
call Codex Hibernicus; for it is no other than the MS. which 
| afterwards, belonged to Dr. Montfort, whence it is called in the 4 
London Polyglot Codex Moutfortianus, and being purchaſed 8 
i from Dr. Montfort by Archbiſhop Uſher, was transported with | 
bi dthe reſt of Uſher's books to Dublin, whence it has acquired the Wi 
name of the Dublin manuſcript. See the Notes to Michaelis's Wi 
Well | Introduction Vol II. p. 751-753, Erasmus in his third edition 
| h | | of the Greek Teſtament printed in 1522 inſerted therefore what 
he had not in his two firſt editions, namely t 74 bear Ta&Tigy 
10 1 G 2 | Aoyos xx? rvebha 4%, nad &To0, ol reel L dien, Ka reste kicer of Er- 
FW | = givre6 iv 754 15, according to the tranſcript, which he had received 
© from the Codex Britannicus, as he himſelf expreſsly declares in 
| his Note to 1 John V. 7. Ex hoc igitur codice repoſuimus quod 
in noſtris dicebatur deeſſe, ne cui fit cauſa calumniandi. Quan- 
quam et hunc ſuspicor ad Latinorum codices fuiſſe caſtigatum,” 
It is remarkable that this mode of wording the paſſage is peculiar 
to the Dublin, or as Erasmus calls it, Britiſh MS. In his fourth 
edition printed in 1527, Erasmus, who had then (but not when 
| he publiſhed his 3d edition) ſoen the Compl. edition, inſerted 
the article, in imitation of the Compl. editors, before verde, A- 
995, and Tvelua. Avi: and he thus printed the paſſage. in his | 
fifth edition. Robert Stephens, who followed chiefly, the laſt 
edition of Erasmus, worded the paſſage exactly as Erasmus had Wl 
done, transpoſing only 4% and Tveiue, again in imitation of | 4 
the Compl. editors: and ſtill teft a conſiderable difference between 
the Compl. text, and his own, for he retained & a5yog — vat 
Jrei of gers Eben, — and &y Ti Yi where the Compl. text has 
xa} & Acyos 8 x4? of roe7; tis To tu lo. — and i} tis yi - Nor 
did he reject like the Compl, editors the final clauſe of the eighth 
: verſe, but retained it like Erasmus. — Such is the origin and 


| Preface. Ys, | XXI1T# 


xed, which denotes that theſe ſeven MSS. agreed 
in omitting certain words contained in lus own text. 
The number of words omitted i in the quoted MSS, 
e determines by placing in luis text an obelus be- 
ore the firſt word, and a little crotchet, in the 


d the 
s pre- 


n he re- 
: which 


F ape of a ſemicircle, and of the ſize of a comma, 
. which ter the laſt word. At the place in queſtion ; the 
d in the pbelus is ſet before &, which precedes Tp gems, 
urchaſed nd the ſemicircle immediately after -ggavg: ſo that 


ed with 
ired the 
chaelis's 


by this notation the words ev T9 ggavg, and not the 
vhole paſſage, are repreſented as wanting in theſe 
even mgnuſcripts. But as compoligfprs are nat in- 


| edition 

ke allible, and marks of reference are frequently play 
n ed wrong through various accidents. in printing, 
. WW his edition of R. Stephens had not. been publiſhed 


received 
lares in 
ur quod 


1any years, when Lucas Brugenhs ſuſpected: that 
Stephens's compoſitor had here made a miſtake, and 
hat he ouglit to have ſet the crotchet, not after avi 


* 
gatum,” but after i, that is, after the laſt word of the con- 
peculiar roverted paſſage, and not after the third: for even 
is fourth n the ſixteenth century it was well known, that 


ot when 
inſerted 
de, Ave 

e in his | 
the laſt 


he Greek MSS, in general omitted the whole pas- 
age, but no one either before or ſince the time of 
Stephens has ever ſeen a Greek MS. which omit, 
ed the three brſt words only, "This however was 


mus had « * 
tation of | J progreſs of 1 John V. 7. as it ſtand in aur modern printed : 
between ; tions of the Greek Teſtament. It was derived from the Dublin 
— «> MS, (in which, and in which alone of all the Greek M88. bad | 
text has | been inſerted a bald tranſlation of it from the Vulzate), corrected | 
is, Nor ſucceffively by Erasmus and Stephens, adopted with their cop- 

e eighth 


rections by Beza and the Elzevirs, and DEE from OY 8 


igin and n i 


— 


r Peace. 


not admitted by the advocates of 1 John v. 7., who 


till quoted theſe ſeven MSS. as authority, not in- 


deed for the whole paſſage, but, what is of ſome 
importance in a caſe of neceſſity, for at leaſt three 
quarters of it. About hundred years after the time 
of Lucas Brugenſis, Simon examined all the Greek 
MSS. in the Hibrary of the King of France, and 


found that not only ew 205 aba, but that all che 


following words, as far as ty vj , were wanting 
in them all: and, as four out of the ſeven, which 


Stephens has quoted at 1 John V. J. had been bor⸗ 
. rowed from Mis library, though Simon did not at- 


tempt to determine what particular four, he con- 
cluded that Stephens's repreſentation at that paſſage 
was inaccurate. ' To evade this argument, the pa- 
trons of Stephens's ſemicircle had recourſe lo che hy- 
pocheſis, that the eight MSS. which in the time of 
R. Stephens, belonged to the King's library,” were 
no longer there, and even that they were no longer 


in exiſtence: a poſition, which though wholly in- 


capable of defence, is indispenſably neceſſary for 
thoſe, who maintain that the ſemicircle is ſet right, 
becauſe the MSS. Which ill exiſt, both in Paris 
and in other places, decide againſt them. From 
this untenable poſt they were driven a few years af- 


terwards by Le Long, who in 1720 undertook to 
determine the particular eight MSS. in the royal 


Bbrary, which had been uſed by Robert Stephens, 
and conſequently four out of the ſeven, Which are 


quoted at 1 John V. 2. Theſe eight MSS. he im- 
perfectly deſcribed in the Journal des Scavans for 
June 1720: but he gave a more complete and more 


1 
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accurate abcount of them in the edition of his Bis 


bliotheca ſacra, which was publiſhed in 1723, ſoon 
after the death of the author. | 


From this period Stephens — Was 
abandoned to its fate: it dwindled gradually into 
oblivion, and no one entertained the ſmalleſt hope, 
that another effort would be made in its fayour. _ 
Sed multa renaſcentur, quae jam cecidere. — The 
Rev. M Archdeacon Travis has engaged, after an 
interval of above fifty years, to reſtore it to its 
loſt honours, has undertaken to prove that it is juſt- 
ly entitled to its place, and that they who aſſert 
the contrary are falſe accuſers” 32,- For this pur- 


poſe, it Was necefſary before all things to ſhew 


that Le Long was miſtaken, and that the eight 
MSS. on which he had fixed, were not the eight, 
which were uſed by Stephens. Accordingly, the 
Archdeacon took a journey to Paris in the year 
1791, in order to compare Stephens's quotations 
from the eight MSS. which he had horrowed from 
the royal library, with the readings of thoſe, on 
which Le Long had fixed, as the eight which wers 
uſed by Stephens. In this compariſon he found; 
according to luis own account, p. 261, chat che 
quotations made by R. Stephens differed i ſo fre- 
queritly from the readings of LeLong's manuſcripts, 


as to Warrant the inference, that thefe Were not 


the eight, which Stephens had uſed. One obſtacle 
merefore to ns opinion . that the ſemicircle Was 


©" r = 
* 


* 


n A 


1 right, being as M Travis ſuppoſes 3 bis totally 
removed, he concludes that its right poſition admits 
no longer of a doubt: and, as it is a grievous crime 
in an author or editor, when his compoſitor has ſet 
a crotchet out of its place, to overlook the blunder, 

j he thinks himſelf happy in beingable toſhew thatno 

i blunder has been committed. He enjoys therefore, 

= at leaſt for, the preſent, tlie pleaſing reflection, 

that through this inveſtigation probity traduced 
| j has been vindicated, and oalumniated integrity 

6 *has been juſiified. The memory of R. Stephens 

h will now be redeemed to its ancient honours. 

*His name will be now renovated, and remain ſa- 

"cred to all poſterity. The hand, which has effect - 

*ed this renovation, exults to record it, and pledges 


| ö | vit ſelf to ſuſtain, and to Juppors i OY 34. 


It was the intention of Mr Travis, as appears 
from his preface , to have communicated his colla- 
tion to the Public, in the ſame year, in which it 
was made: and it would have been a fortunate cir- 
cumſtance for me, if other important buſineſs had 
not intervened, and prevented the execution of this · 
deſign: for I ſhould then probably have been ſecu- 
red from an attack, to which through the delay 
of his publication I 1 been unfortunately expo- 
ſed. During the interval, that elapſed between 
1791 * 1794 in which year M Travis's laſt edi- | 


" i 


3 4 Whether kia opinjon be right, or not, muſt by determined by 
the firſt number of the Appendix annexed to the W Letters. 


34, See page aba, 
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non of his Letters to M Gibbon was publiſhed, 1 
had either the good or the ill fortune, to ſtumble 
upon a Greek manuſcript, at preſent marked Kk. 


as ſet 6. 4., in the public library of the Univerſity. of 
mder, Cambridge, which I discovered to be the MS. which 


Stephens had quoted by the mark ry, and conſe- 
quently one of the ſeven MSS. which are quoted in 
tephens's edition of 1550, at 1 John V. 7. Of this 
iscovery I gave an account in one of my Notes to 


grity MEMichacls's Introduction, (Vol. II. p. 789), which 
hens was publiſhed, at Cambridge in the Spring of the 
ours. year 1793: and, as far as the brevity of a Note ad- 
in ſa- mitted, I aſſigned the reaſons, which induced me 
ffect· to believe, that our MS. Kk. 6. 4. was formerly in 

Paris and that it was no other, than the MS. which 


Stephens calls Codex ry. Now this MS. omits, as 

1 might be expected not only ev T9 ggavg,/ but all the 
58 following words, including ev Tj n: and ſince Ste- 
olla- phens quotes all his ſeven MSS. of the Cathoho 
h it Epiſtles for the ſame omiſſion, it follows, that if 
12 one of them omitted the whole paſſage, the others 
had did the ſame, whether they are now in Paris or in 
thus» Pekin. Of the truth of this inference Mr Travis 
Fol was well aware: and therefore felt himſelf reduced 


lay to the neceſſity, either of giving up the opinion, 
po” which he had ſo warmly eſpouſed, or of proving 
19 that the MS. in our library had no more been uſed 
edi- by R. Stephens, than thoſe, on which Le Long 

" had fixed in the royal library in Paris. For this 
SO purpoſe he has made an attack (p. 410-414 of his 


laſt edition) on the arguments, which I had produ- 
ced, in the above-mentioned Note, in proof of 
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the identity of the MS. Kk. 6. ” and Stephens 
MS. y. The following Letters are intended, as a 
Vindication- of that Note from Mr Travis's objec- 
tions: and they contain likewiſe many important 
documents, in ſupport of my opinion, in addition 
to thoſe, which I had already produced. Abſolute 
mathematical certainty is not to be obtained in ques- 
tions of criticism: that Mill or Wetſtein collated i 
the Codex Bezae, or even that Dr Kipling publiſhed 1 
it, is only a moral certainty: and therefore if I | 
have ſhewn that the probability, that our MS. Kk. 
6. 4. Was collated by Robert Stephens, is ſo great 
as to amount to a moral certainty, I have done all 

that can be expected in the preſent inquiry. Now 
by che application of an Algebraical Theorem, 
which I have given in the fourth Letter, to the do- 
cuments, which I have produced in the ſecond, 
third, and fifth Letters, I have ſhewn that the pro- 
bability in favour of the identity of the MSS. is to 
the probability of the contrary,” as Two NonaHions 
to Unity, whach every one I beheve will allow to 
conſtitute a morał certainty. - The whole therefore 
depends on the juſtneſs of the calculation, with I 
ſubmit to the decilion 1 the learned. } 
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bſolute 


n ques- 
ollated 


blaſhed / 
re if I | 


IS. Kk. 
0 great 
lone all 
Now 
eorem, 
the do- 
ſecond, 
he pro- 
S. 1s to 
nillions 
low to 
erefore 
which I 


E R AEM 


—_— 


— 141 
— 268 
— 213 
— 214 


lin. 10 ho read had 


— .6 inſert in after as well u 
— 25 than read that 
— 1 words r. word 


note 29 Ih r. lie 


rk 11 an oblique 7. the genitive 


J. 15 eraſe the firſt an 


| T © 5 which r. with 
a : oy afdir queſtion, infer is 


L 4 follow r. fellow 
n. 16 

1. 4 had 7. has 

5 Wy latter . later 

1. 7 to torture r. to the torture 
— I4 Ahl, v. ate 
— £2 tentht v. tenth 


— 222 n, 12 123 has r. had 


— - 227 n. 1 Ra vs xochev v. ivixobey 


I. 35 than r. then 


— 242 — 3 wohle r. whole 

— 249 — 2} the retaining r. retaining 
— 280 — 6 wrote r. win 5 
— 281 — 3 tics I, lic, 

— 287 — 5 then v. than 

— — — 18 reſourſe v. reſource 


To then r. them 
nat. r. Prepoſtere r. Praepoſtere 
ET J in r, is 


— 336 * 59 Ven r. dya3gnoiig 


TABLE OF CONTENTS. 


Letter T. 


Statement of the ſeveral ſteps, which led to the dis. 
covery , that the MS. now marked Kk. 6. 4. in 
the Public Library of the Univerſuy of Cam- 
bridge, was formerly in Paris, and collated and 
quoted by Robert Stephens, at x John V. 7, by 


the mark IW. +.» +» 51 


Letter IT: 2000 


Anſwer to the objections made by Mr Travis to the 
account given of this discovery, in one of the 
Notes to Michaelis's Introduction. p. 10 


» 


Letter III. 


Proof * the premiſes, on which the deity of Ste- 
phens's MS. ry and the MS. Kk. 6. 4. was 
S* ounded TR RP tous d 4.0 . 49 


Letter 177. 


Application of an Algebraical Theorem to theſe 
premiſes, and a calculation of the probability, 
that the As in queſtion are one and the ſame. 


* 


Table of Contents. | XXXT 
Letter . 


| aditional documents, in conflrmacien of the iden- 
tity of the manuſcripts. . . « 5. 84 


Letter Il. 


onfutation of the opinion, that the inference de- 


he dis. duced from a general and remarkable familarity, 

4. in in favour of the identity of MSS., can be counter- 
Cam acted by a few discordancies. . pP. 102 

ed and 

1, by Letter VII. 


Dn the poſition of Stephens's ſemicircle at 1 John 
. , ». 00 


= 


to the 


of the 
p. 10 


APPENDIX. 


No. 1. 


Review of My Travis's collation of the Greek MSS. 
which he examined in Paris. . p.'157 


of Ste- 
. was 


5. 49 


No. 2. 


Extract from M. Pappetbaum's treatiſe on the Ber- 
lin MS. : with remarks. . «© «- P. 141 


No. 3. 


E/Jay on the Origin and * of the V. eleſian a 
Headings. e ee o 0 RES 


) theſe 
ability, 
> ſame. 


— — — m — — 
—— ——— -—= = 


— —— 
—— 
— 
« 


2— — 


. — —— .. —— 
- 


2 


| 
k 
| 


— 
— 


Letter I. 


T hat one of the Greek manuſcripts ; FRO by 
Robert Stephens at 1 John. V. 2. is now preſers 
ved in the public library of the Univerſity of Cam- 
bridge, and that this manuſcript omits the whole 
of the disputed text, not merely the words e 7g 
Bgavg, is a discovery ſo inimical to your favourite 
opinion, that Stephens's ſemicircle in that celebra- 
ted paſſage is rightly placed, that I am not ſurpri- 
ſed at your endeavours to confute the arguments, 
on which the truth of that discovery is founded. 
And you muſt have felt yourſelf the more ſtrongly 
urged to this attempt, becauſe your journey to Pa- 
ris, and your painful collation of the -m - 
borrowed by Stephens from the royal library * 
would, even if your labours in Paris had been 
crowned with ſucceſs, be rendered abortive by this 
ſmgle manuſcript m the Univerlity of Cambridge. 
On the other hand, it is equallyyncumbent on me 


I Though this library is no longer a royal library, yet 
as it was ſuch, when Stephens borrowed fromit eight 
of the MSS, which he uſed for his editions of the 
Greek Teſtament, and the MSS. in gen which are, 
contained in this library, are know to the learned 
by the name of Codices Regii, I hape not thought it 
neceſſary in a work, which is merely critical, to alter 
the epithet, by which this library in the writings of 
the learned has been hitherto diſtinguiſhed. Perſpi- 
cuity is the firſt object of an author, which ought not 

to be violated merely for the ſake of a name. 


A 


2 Letter J. 
to reply to your objections, chat the pubhe may 


be convinced, I have not advanced an opinion, 
which, when: put to the teſt, I am unable to de- 
fend: and on the preſent occalion it is peculiarly 
my duty to undertake this talk, not only becauſe 
I was the firſt, who advanced the opinion, but be- 
cauſe I ſtand hitherto without: ſupport. - Even if! 
were unwilling to execate this office, the prin- 


ciples of my antagoniſt would oblige me againſt my 
inclination: and lince you addreſs your adverſaries 
in ſuch lauguage as this, *Attempt the confutation | 


without delay, ſilence will be a proof of conſcious 
impotence 2, if you refuſe to plead, the charge 
will be akon as confeſſed” 3, I have not even the 
choice of refuſing the challenge, but am bound to 
follow your advice, and ſtand forth in the open 
field” #. I advance however to the conteſt, not 
like your Grecian warrior 5, nor like the prond 
Goliath, who defied the armies of Israel, but like 
the humble Bethlehemite, who marched againſt 


the mighty Philiſtine, with no other weapon, than 


a fling and a ſtone. On which fide Victory de- 
clares itſelf, can beknownonly when the combat is 
finiſhed: but, if in ſpite of my exertions I muſt 
at length yield to ſuperior force, I ſhall comfort 
myſelf with this reflexion, that the more power- 
ful the adverſary, the leſs disgraceful is the defeat. 


Nor ſhall T be aſhamed to aknowledge the defeat to 


the world at large: for it is no diſhonour to have 
been naftaken, except where we refuſe to own it. 
On the contrary, Sir, I ſolemnly pledge nry word, 
that I will in that caſe retract the opinion, as pub- 


2 Pag. 475. * your laſt edition. NB. Whenever ! 
Juote the page of your letters, without naming the 
edition, I mean the laſt edition publiſhed in 1794. 


3 Pag. 481 4 p. 471. 5 p. 47a. 
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tickly, as I have advanced it: but then it muſt be 
upon this condition, that you yourſelf ſubmit to 
the ſame terms, and conſent, if the cauſe ſhould 
be determined in- my favour, to acknowledge the 
truth of my aſſertion, and conſequently the 1 anus 
tice of your attack. 


may 
mion, 
o de- 
harly 
>cauſe 
at be- 


en if ! The preliminaries being thus ſettled, we will 
prin- now prepare for action. But before I begin to 
iſt my combat your objections, I will relate in what man- 
rſaries ner I was led to the discovery, (whether real, 
tation or imaginary, will be determined in tlie ſequel) that 
\ſcious one of the manuſcripts, uſed by Robert Stephens, 
charge is now in the Univerſity Labrary of Cambridge. In 
en tlie the beginning of the year 1793, while I was print- 
und to ing my Notes to the ſecond volume of Michaelis's 
e open Introduction, I examined the manuſcripts of the 
t, not Greek Teſtament, preſerved in the Univerſity Li- 
proud brary, of which 1 had made a catalogue in the pre- 
ut like ceding ſummer. My attention was particularly 
againſt Wi engaged by that, which was marked Kk. 6. 4.: a 
n, chan manuſcript containing the Acts of the Apolſtles, with 
ory de- the Catholic Epiſtles, and thoſe of St. Paul. I found 
zmbat is Wi on examination, that it bore the appearance of a 
1 mult Bi very reſpectable antiquity, that its readings were 


comfort 


in numerous examples difterent from the common 


power- printed text, where the deviations were ſupported 
> defeat. Wil by very few other authorities, and I was ſurpriſed, 
lefeat to Bi chat ſo remarkable a manuſcript ſhould, as I that 
to have ¶ time ſuppoſed, have remained uncollated C. Con- 


own it. ſidering however, that manuſcripts, after the death 


y ys of their Proprietors , are frequently transferred to 
As ub- 

? 6 For that reaſon I mentioned is, in the 132, Note to 
henever | Ch. VIII. Sect. 6. of Michaelis's Introduction, as one 
aming the of the uncollated Cambridge manuſcripts, becauſe it 
1794. is mentioned by neither Mill, nor Wetſtein. But on 

| finding that it had been collated, I corrected the mis- 
take in the liſt of Errata, 
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different libraries, and ſometimes even to diſtant 
countries, I thought it not improbable that this 
manuſcript, though never quoted as a Codex Can- 
tabrigienſis, might have been collated and quoted 
by a different name, before it was purchaſed for 
the Univerlity Library 7, in the ſame manner as 
the Codex Augienſis, now in Trinity College, was 
in the beginning of this century collated by Wet- 
ſtem, in the library of Mr Mieg at Heidelberg. 
And that the very ſame thing had really happened | 
to the MS. Kk. 6. 4., I was led to conclude by the | 
following circumſtances. In the firſt placeIobſerved 
the name of Vatablus, (who was Hebrew Profeſſor 
in the Univerſity of Paris, and died about the 
middle of the ſixteenth century) written on the 
inſide of the cover, at the beginning of the manu- 
ſcript, in a place where the proprietors of books very 
frequently write their names. The ſame name I 
faw hkewiſe at the end of the manuſcript, and ob- 
ſerved that in both places the name was written in 
the middle of the page, and in the ſame hand. I 
perceived likewiſe the name of Hautin written at 
the beginning of the manuſcript, in the ſame page 
with the name of Vatablus, but in a different hand, 
and in a different part of the page, namely in one 
of the upper corners, Which is likewiſe a place, 
were the proprietors of books very frequently 
write their names. I concluded therefore that 
the manuſcript had been formerly in France, and 
ſucceſſively the property of Vatablus, and Hautin. 
I paid however little attention to the name of Hau- 
tin: it was that of Vatablus, which led me to fur- 


7 When this MS. came into the Univerſity Library, I 
have not been able to discover: but it mult have been 
purchaled ſince the year 1600, becauſe it is not in Ja- 
mes's catalogue. It is however a matter of no great 
conſequence in the preſent inquiry. 
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ther inquiries, and firſt excited the ſuspicion, that 
this manuſcript might have been one of thoſe, 
which were uſed by R. Stephens for his editions of 
the Greek Teſtament, printed in 1546, 1549, and 
1550, becauſe Vatablus was one of Robert Ste- 
hens's intimate friends, and was hkewiſe connec- 
ted with him in his literary purſuits. Under theſe 
circumſtances I thought it impoſſible that an ancient 
and valuable manuſcript, in the paſfeſſion of Vata- 
blus, could have been unknown to Stephens: and, 
as he expreſsly declares in the preface to his edition 
of 1550, that he procured fix manuſcripts from 
various quarters, in addition to the eight borrowed 
from the royal library (which with the Compluten- 
ſian edition and the manuſcript collated in Italy 
make up the ſixteen), it appeared to me at leaſt 
probable, that the Codex Vatabli s was one of 
the ſix. Further, this probability was greatly in- 
expreſſion, which Stephens 
has uſed, in ſpeaking of theſe ſix manuſcripts, for 
he ſays that they were ea, quae undique corro- 
gare hcuit” . Theword "undique” plainly denotes 
that he collected from various quarters: and the 


8 As every manuſcript mu have a name, to diſtin- 
gauiſh it from others, and they are very frequently cal- 
led by the name either, of a preſent or a former pro- 
prietor, I ſhall in future name this manuſcript the 
Codex Vatabli, in the fame manner as the celebrated 
Codex Cantabrigienſis is called from its former pro- 
| Prietor the Codex Bezae. However, if you have any 
objection to this name, it is a matter of indifference. 

th me, by what appellation it is diſtinguiſhed, 


9 Pref. to his Gr. Teſt. of 1550. The number of Greek 
manuſcripts at that time in Paris was very inconſide- 
rable, in compariſon with the number of thoſe, which 
were. there at the end of the next century, Now the 
ſcarcer the manuſcripts, the more readily would Ste- 


phens embrace every opportunity of procuring them. 
: E \ . 2 
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6 Lebcen t 
addition of * lcuit“ is a proof, that he collected at 


leaſt ſuch as he thought worthy of notice, where 


he was able to procure them. 

Having thus confidered the probability, , that 
the Codex Vatabli had been uſed by Stephens, de- 
rived from external evidence, I proceeded to in- 
quire what internal evidence might be obtained in 
its favour. For this purpoſe, it was neceſſary to 
fix upon ſome one of Stephens's manuſcripts, and 
compare the- readings which Stephens hat quoted 
from it, with thereadings of the Codex Vatabli: and 


I was led to fix on one of the two marked w and ry, 


in the following manner. I conſidered; that if the 
Codex Vatabli had been uſed by Stephens, it muſt 
be one of the fix quae undique corrogare houit; ” 

for independently of the arguments already addu- 
ced to ſhewi that'it probably was one of thoſe fix, 


it could neither be the Codex & nor , for W 


which it would be ſuperfluous to mention: neither 
could it be one of the eight manuſcripts marked by 
Stephens. /, J, e, 5, , 1,4, ie, for theſe-eight, 
as he himſelf declares , were: borrowed from the 
royal library. If uſed at all therefore, it could be 


only one of the ſix which Stephens has noted by 0, 


16%, 0, xy , id; 55. Dut it could neither be the 0, nor 
the 3, nor the 8: for the two firſt of theſe have 
been discovered by Wetſtein to be the ſame, as the 
Codex Coislinianus 200, and the Codex Regius 83: 


and the third has been found, by Griesbach to be 


the Codex Victorinus 774. The number therefore 
of the undiseovered Codices Stephanici were. redu- 
ced to the three marked 1, iy, 5: but the Codex 
5 is quoted by Stephens above fifty times in the 
Apocalypſe, a book whith is not contained in the 
Codex Vatähli. There remiined therefore for trial 
only the a and the 2), both of which as appears 
from the quotations in Stephens s margin, * 


— 


pears 
amed 


Kan .. _-F 


the very fame books, as the Codex Vatabli, name- 
ly the Acts of the Apoſtles „ the En Epiltles, 
and thoſe of St. Paul. 

Having discovered ſo * that one of theſe 
two manuſcripts might be the Codex Vatabli, I re- 
ſolved further to examine, whether either of them 
actually were. To this end I copied from Stephens's 
margin, throughout the Catholic Epiſtles, (which 
I thought a ſufficient portion for determining the 
queſtion, without going alſo through the Acts of 
the Apoſttes,, and the Epiſtles of St. Paul) all the 
ſingular readings of the two MSS. 4 and ;y, or, in 
other words, ſuch as Stephens had quoted from 
each of theſe manuſcripts ſolely. "Thoſe of the for- 
mer ' amounted to twenty, thoſe of the latter to 
twenty five*®, Having formed in this manner, 
from Stephens's margin two ſeparate: catalogues of 
the characteriſtic readings of theſe two manufcripts; 
I went into the Public Library, to compare them 
with the Codex Vatabli: and in caſe. L found that 
this manuſeript contained the whole ſeries of cha- 
racteriſtic readings, either of the Codex i or of the 
Codex , all proper allowances being made for ty- 
pographical errors; from Which Stephens's margin 
is by no means free, E thought I ſhould be juſtified 
in concluding, that I had discovered one of the ma- 
nuſcripts of Robert Stephens, Which had been bu- 
ried in oblivion, ſince the middle of the ſixteenth 
century. The firſt trial which I made, was with 
the (characteriſtic readings of the Codex : but 1 
ſoon perceived that this could not, be the mann- 


10 In the. Note to Michaelis's Introduction vol. II. p. 789. 
I ſaid by miſtake that the fingular readings of the Co- 
dex iy Fo the Catholic Epiſtles , amounted to twenty, 
which is the number of thoſe of the 1, a miſtake by 
which I have inadvertently weakened my own argu- 

. ment. -I requeſt therefore my readers to correct the 
erratum by inſerting the word five after ent iy. 


8 Letter Þ 


Coript, for not one of its characteriſtic readings, as 
far as I compared, was to be found in the Codex Va- 
tabli. « My laſt reſource therefore was the Codex ry, 
and if the internal evidence had there likewiſe been 
as unfavourable, as to the Codex , I muſt have 
abandoned the opinion, that the Codex Vatabli had 
been uſed by Stephens, notwithſtanding the exter- 
nal evidence in its favour. But to my great ſur- 
priſe, and I acknowledge to my great ſatisfaction, 
I found in the Codex Vataþli all the ſingular rea- 
dings of the Codex ry, throughout the Catholic 
Epiltles ** : which is really more than Iſhould have 
expected, even had I known for certain before 
I made the compariſon, that the Codex Vatahli was 
the very manuſcript, which Stephens denoted by 
the mark ry, ſince among twenty five readings in 
Stephens's margin, taken any where at a venture, 

we may in general expect to find at leaſt one error, 
either of the collator, or of the printer 12. This 
extraordinary coincidence therefore between the 
characteriſtic readings of the Codex y, and thoſe of 
the Codex Vatabli, united with the external evi- 
dence derived from the manuſcripts having been 
the property of one of Stephens's intimate friends, 
afforded, as I thought, and as I ſtill think, a very 
ſatisfactory proof of their identity. Further, upon 
conſulting the editions of Mill, Wetſtein, and 
Griesbach, I found *3 15t that of the twenty five 
ſingular readings of the Codex ry, no manuſcript 
at preſent known, belide the Codex Vatabh, con- 


II Whether I ſaw right, or whether I ſaw wrong, will 
be determined in my next letter. 


12 This I ſhalltvery clearly prove in one of the follow- 
ing letters. 
13 The truth of the three poſitions, which here follow, 


- will appear from the Table of readings ab the dur 
ning of * * letter, 4. 


tains even a Hxth part: adly that if we except the 
Codex Alexandrinus, which contains four of them, 
and four only, thereis no lingle manuſcript at preſent 
known, which contains any two of them: and 317 
that all the manuſcripts put together, which havg 
been collated by Mill, Wetſtein, and Griesbach (to 
whom, as I have ſince learnt, may be added Mats 
thai and Alter) contain only two fifths of them 14. 
Whether under theſe circumſtances I rightly con- 
luded, that if any one manuſcript was found to 
pntain them all, it could be no other than the ve- 
ry manuſcript from which they had been taken, or 
whether the inference was made with that pre- 
cipitancy,” of which you have thought proper to 
accuſe me *7, I leave to be determined by thoſe, 
who are competent judges. 


/ 


14 In my Note, in Michaelis's Introduction, I ſaid 
only „though ſeveral of them have been ſince disco- 
vered in no other manuſcript,” I requeſt therefore 
my readers to make here likewiſe an alteration, and 
for * ſeyeral” to write „the greateſt part.” My rea- 
. ſon for uſing at that time ſo moderate an expreſſion 
was this. Though I knew that the greateſt part of 
the twenty five had been quoted from no other ma- 
_ nuſcript than the Codex y, by Mill, Wetſtein, and 
Griesbach; yet as I had neither the edition of Matthai, 
nor that of Alter at hand, which were at that time 
not to be procured in Cambridge, and was nncertain 
therefore, whether ſome of theſe readings might not 
have been discovered, either among the Moscow, or 
the Vienna manuſcripts, by which the number of 
. readings not found in other manuſcripts might be re- 
duced to leſs than half, I cantiously uſed the mode- 
rate term *ſeveral,” leſt I ſhould find on examina- 
tion, that I had aſſerted more than I could warrant. 
A ſubſequent examination of theſe editions has ſhewn, 
I will not ſay that my caution was unnecellary, but 
certainly that my apprehenſions were ungrounded. 


15 Pag. 414. When I firſt read the ſentence, to which 
I here allude, I fancied you meant to pay me a com- 
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10 Letter II. 


What I have hitherto ſaid is 4 mere ſtatement 
of the queſtion now at iſſue between us. In my 
next letter I ſhall anſwer your objections: in my 
third letter I ſhall confirm the premiſes, on which 
1 ground my opinion: and in the fourth I ſhall ap- 


ply thoſe premiſes, ſo as to give a mathematical 


demonſtration of the identity of the manuſcripts. 
41 . 4 | 45 5 N en 


Letter II. 
Having deſcribed in my former letter the ſeveral 
fteps, by Which I Was led to the discovery of the 


Codex Stephani /, I will devote the preſent letter 
to the examination of ' thoſe objections, which you 


„ 


have made to the account I had given of it, in one 


of my Notes to Michaelis's Introduction, Vol. II. 


* 


P- 789 


Juour firſt objection* is, „chat Robert Ste- 
phens has quoted his MS. ry ſolely, not merely in 
twenty, but in twenty five places 2. This, Sir, 
is a matter, on which we cannot long dispute, be- 
cauſe it requires only a pair of ſound eyes, and the 
faculty of counting from one to a quarter, of an 
hundred, to determine whether the ſingle mark ry 
appears, in the Catholic Epiſtles, twenty, or twen- 

pliment: but on a ſecond reading 1 found, to my 
great mortification, that you intended the very 
reverſe. N 


1 Pag. 41 I. 


2 This I have already admitted in my former letter, 
Note 10, where I requeſted my readers to correct the 
erratum by the inſertion of the word five“ after 
„twenty. * | * 
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Letter 2 _ 


* 


ty five mes; in Stephens s margin. To the truth 


of your obſervation I ſubſcribe without reſerve, 
and again acknowledge that for the word twenty, 
as it ſtands in my Note in Michaelis's Introduction, x 
ſhould have been printed twenty five.” It is an 
maccuracy', Which I ought to have avoided; and F 
will not pretend to-evadethe charge, by ſaying that 
the word five was omitted by the printer, for 
in that caſe: I ought to have detected the omiſſion: 
nor will I attempt to mitigate the fault by obſer- 


ving that the readings of the Codex e amounted to 


twenty, which it was eaſy to confound with thoſe; 
of the Codex ty, for, if this was the cauſe of the 
erratum, I ought to have guarded againſt any ſuch 
confuſion. It is however no ſmall matter of con- 
ſolation, that, in conſequence of the erratum, the: 
characteriſtic readings of the Codex y have not 
been multiplied hut diminiſhed : and it would have 
been a real mortification to me, if their number, 
inſtead of being lowered to twenty, had been rai- 
fed to tlarty, becauſe my Note would then have 
contained more than the truth, and might poſſibly. 
have excited a ſuſpicion, that, as the ſtrength of 
my argument. increaſes with the number. of theſe. 
readings, I had been guilty of a misrepreſentation. 
in my own favour. It is true that I ſhould have 
had nothing to apprehend on that ſcore from the res: 
pectable opponent, to whom this letter is addreſs- 
ed, who would have uſed a more favourable con- 
deuten and have conſidered it as one of thoſe 
overſights, from which not even authors are 
exempt: but I ſhould ſtill have been expoſed to 
danger from thoſe, whoſe candour is leſs conſpi- 
cuous, and I might have incurred the charge, not 
merely of having fallen into error, but of having 
attempted to mislead others, by ſacrificing t the faith- 
lulneſs of, facts to my own predilections.” But as 
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12 Letter II. 


the erratum ſtands at preſent, the Note in . 
very fortunately expreſſes the truth, though not 


the whole truth, and contains even leſs than I had 


a right to claim. This deficiency you have amply 
ſupplied, you have reſtored to me privileges, which 
would otherwiſe have beenloſt, and you have add- 
ed ſtrength to an argument, which, as it ſeems, 
ftood in need of ſupport. For this emendation chere. 


| Fore I return you my ſincereſt thanks: and, if in 


the correction of this erratum you really knew, 
that you were ſerving my cauſe, my obligations 
are doubled by the diintereſiedneſs of the 


motive. 


' The firſt objection being ſettled, as I hope, 
to our mutual ſatisfaction, and we being perfectly 
agreed as to the number of theſe readings, it 1 
be neceſſary, before we proceed any further, 

give a complete ſtatement of them, becauſe > 
are the foundation, on which my whole ſuperſtruc- 
ture is built. I will ſubjoin therefore a Table re- 
preſenting at one view theſe twenty five ſingular 
readings, as they are quoted in Stephens's margin, 


and will place them in a parallel column with the 


correſpondent readings of Stephens's text, according 
to che edition of 1550. e 


Table of the Singular Readings of the Codex wy in 
the Catholic Epiſtles. 


Stephens's-text. | Readings quoted by 
f 22 Stephens from the 
Codex ty alone. 
1. Jam, I. 22. Tiveo 3s d Tivso de Zy Toma - 
, D e us. ry 
2. 25. Ex‘ . 
e 'EmiAnopwv. ry 
3 V. 7: "Terov 'S 9 oF - 
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4. Jam. V. 8. MaxgoJu- 7 


luise 
1 Pet. I. 3. Zaoay 


21. Ihievovras 


5 

6. 

7. II. 7. AiJov 
8 

9 

1 


IV. 13. K-90 
19. Os 
o. V. 5. Pero rcœœd- 
u 
11. 2 Pet. I. 1. Os31u@y N 
crijgog Ino 
12. 3. Zwnv | 
13. 5. Ex . 
8 GATE EV TH 
14. I. 20. EmiAvoews 
15. II. 1. Ey 79 A 
16. 2. 'Odog 
17 - 11. Kr curäv 
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18. 12. Tæyemν“utr 
19. 21. Eises 
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20. III. 18. Ius Ne 
21. 1 Joh. I. 2. reer. 


22. II. 20. — BY 
23. III. 19. Trwoxcuer 
24. IV. 4. Twwoxers 
25. 8. Our S 


Toy Os 
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readings, you 


have already acknowledged, that twenty four are 


14 Letter In 


in the Codex Vatabli 3. Wich thoſe therefore 1 
have for the prefent no further concern: and I have 
only to examine, whether in that particular inſtance, 
to which alone you object, the reading of the 
Codex. Vatabli is conſiſtent with Stephens's margin, 
as well as the twenty four, which you have already 

ted. Now the reading, to which you object, 
is that which in the preceding table is marked No 3, 
and is taken from James V. 7, where you.contend 
that the reading of the Codex ry was totally diffe- 
rent from that of the Codex Vatabli. If. therefore 
you are not miſtaken in this aſſertion, I was cer- 
tainly wrong in ſaying, that all the characteriſtic 
readings of the Codex ry, throughout the Catholic 
Epiſtles, were found in the Codex Vatabli, © with- 
out exception 4. In order to determine, whe- 
ther an exception is to be made in this caſe, or in 
other words, Whether the Codex Vatabli in this caſe 
contradicts Stephens's margin, or not, it appears 
to me that wehave only to alk theſe two queſtions, 
ist What does Stephens affirm of his Codex y, at 
James V. 7. 2 24y' Is that Which Stephens affirms of 


Bhs, Pag. 412. you uſe the ma ; «although the 
other twenty four ſingular readings ſhould be; as upon 
examination they appear to be, in the MS Kk.” And 
again in the ſame page: Of the twenty four ſingular 
readings, i in which the MSS, « and Kk agree“ etc. 


4 I added likewiſe * and without the leaſt variation.” 
This expreſſion applies not to the four readings mar- 
ked in the preceding Table, No. 3, 9, 15, 18, be- 
cauſe in thoſe places Stephens has not quoted the text 
of the Codex , having noted only the abſence of cer- 
tain words contained in his own text. But the ex- 
preſſion applies to the remaining twenty one, where 
Stephens quotes the words of the Codex iy: and that 

I have rightly applied it you have virtually acknow- 
ledged, becauſe you object only to No. 3, which i 18 
not included in the twenty one. 


Letter 1 


15 


the Codex y, true likewiſe of the Codex Vatabli? 
If the ſecond queſtion can be anſwered in the affir-- 
mative, ſurely the Codex Vatabli cannot be ſaid ta 
contradict Stephens's margin. Now all that Ste- 
phens has affirmed of his Codex ry, at James V. 7, 
is that the word verov, which is the reading of his 


own text, was not in the Codex ry. Not a word 
more has he affirmed on this ſubject : for he has made 
no other notation in the whole verſe, than that he 
has incloſed veroy between his obelus and ſemicircle, 


and jnoted (— ry) in the margin. In propoſing the 
ſecond queſtion therefore we mult aſk: Has the 


Codex Vatahli the word verov in this paſſage, or 
has it not. If it has, it certainly. contradicts Ste- 
phens's notation: and in that caſe I was wrong in 
making no exception. But if the Codex Vatabli 
has not the word veroy, it does not contradict the 
notation, in Stephens's margin, and the expreſhon 
« without any exception” is certainly defenſible. 
Now that the latter is true, you yourſelf, Sir, 
have not only acknowledged, but clearly ſhewn F, 
by quoting the text of the Codex Vatabli, in which 
no ſuch word as verov is viſible. Since therefore, 
as, appears from the preceding Table, Stephens has 
quoted in one and twenty paſſages the words of 
the Codex ry, and all theſe are found, "without 


the leaſt variation,” in the Codex Vatabh : more- 


over, ſince in the four remaining paſſages, as hke- 
wiſe appears from the preceding Table, he has quo- 
ted the Codex ry for the omiſſion of words, all of 
which, not excepting even yeroy, are likewiſe abſent 
from the Codex Vatabli, it is ſurely poſhble (and 
that is all that I contend for at preſent) that this is 
the very manuſcript, from whach all the twenty 
five notations, with the arbitrary mark cy affixed 


5 Pag. 411, 
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to them, were derived oy r or his col- 


— 
| But inſtead of a the poſkibility of this 
fact, Which I think no one can with juſtice deny, 
you maintain-that theſe twenty five notations could 
not have been .drawn from the Codex Vatabli. In 
order to make this opinion appear at leaſt plauſible, 
you produce a reading, as that of the Codex ry, at 
James V. 2, confront it with the text of the Codex 
Vatabli in the ſame place, point out their diffe- 
rence, and conclude without further ceremony that 
it renders my whole argument ineffective 6. 


6 Pag. 412. You ſay likewiſe in the ſame place © This 
may perhaps be one of thoſe five paſſages, which Mr 
Marſh did not reckon.” You conclude therefore from 
the word twenty“ in my Note, which 1 have ac- 
knowledged to be an erratum for © twenty hve,” that 
I had overlooked, or did not reckon, as you exprels 
it, five out of the twenty five paſſages. Now, Sir, 
I acknowledge, that I have the misfortune to be very 
ſhort- ſighted; but I am not quite ſo blind, as out of 
twenty five readings legibly printed in Stephens 8 mar- 
gin, to be able to discover only twenty. I admit how- 
ever that your inference was drawn with apparent 
reaſon, ſince it is uſual to judge from what an author 


has actually printed, and not from what he intended 


to print. Caſes however may be produced, in which we 
muſt attend to the latter, and not to the former. 
Your own ſhort account of the Codex Vatabli (p. 412. 
413.) will ſupply us with two. For, after having 
twice acknowledged p. 412. that the MSS. coincided 
in} twenty four readings, you. ſay in this very page 
„Mr Marſh infers from this extraordinary coincidence 
(a coincidence of twelve readings) etc. Here you either 
intended to-ſay, or at leaſt ought to have ſaid (a coin- 
cidence of twenty four readings), for you could not 
have forgotten what you had admitted in two different 


places of the ſame page. Again p. 413. you fay: There 


are twelve places alone in 1 which the MS. iy is known 
to dilagree with the MS. Kk, and to differ from every 
other Copy. Of this period 1 ſhould judge, not from 

what 


The text of the Codex 


Letter II. | 4 17 


That the 3 , for which you contend, may 
appear as conſpicuously as . , I will place 3 in 
parallel as, 


Stephani iy, at James] . Vatabli James V. 7. 
V. 7. according to your 


repreſentation. 
"Ems dy Nn mewyov x Es Nagy vag realer 
eue. | #0} &. 


Now, Sir, I readily grant that, if the words dug 
dv Nan Tewypov x Unter, and no other, actually 
exiſted at James V. 7. in the Codex Stephani ry, that 
manuſcript could not poſſibly be the ſame as the 
Codex Vatabli: for it would have the particle &v 
before Ay, which the Jatter has not, and 
would have no ſubſtantive whatſoever before r- 
1⁰ xg) oor, Which the latter actually has. Here 
then we are at iſſue: and the proceſs muſt be de- 
termined by the deciſion of the queſtion, Did the 


words sg dy An Tgwuov xa! cyypov, With dy and 


what you have actually ſaid, but from what you in- 
tended to ſay, for inſtead of *difagree” you certainly 
intended to ſay **agree,” though the word does not 


appear in the liſt of Errata. The ſame indulgence I 


have a right to claim for my unfortunate Erratum. 
I again aſſert, that I was not guilty of any ſuch over- 

| Gghts, as you ſuſpect: and of the reading of the Co- 
dex iy at James V. 7, in particular, which is the only 
one you have called in queſtion, and therefore the 
only one, on which it is neceſſary to come to any ex- 
planation, I aſſure you molt ſolemnly, that I did not 
overlook it; for I. have now before me my original 
manuſcript collation, in which it is very legibly writ- 
ten, with a mark annexed to it, ſignifying that the 
word ver, declared by Stephens to have been abſent 
from the Codex , was likewiſe abſent from the Co- 
dex Vatabli. | 


B 


The text of the Codex | 


' 


— 
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without xa, really ſtand in this paſſage ini the 


Codex y? If the affirmative. can be proved, I will 


at once give up the point, and acknowledge that 1 
have been totally miſtaken in regard to the identity 
of the manuſcripts. But if you cannot ſheyy at leaſt 
with ſome colour of probability, that theſe words 
really did ſtand in the Codex 2, your ſecond ob- 
jection, and with it all that you have ſaid of any 


conſequence againſt my aſſertion, vaniſhes into 


nothing. | ; 
In the firſt place then I aſk you, Sir, by what 
means you have discovered, that theſe were the 
words of the Codex ry. I have certainly a right to 
alk. this queſtion, becauſe you aſſert it, as a fact, 
without expreſſing the leaſt doubt whatſoever 7. 
Now, as this manuſcript has been immediately 
quoted by no other editor than Stephens, there are 
only two ſources, from which we can derive in- 
formation on this ſubject: namely, the manuſcript 
itlelf, or Stephens's quotation from it. Has Ste- 
phens then quoted this reading from his Codex ry? 
Certainly not: for of the ſix words, which you 
have produced, Stephens has not quoted a ſingle 
ſyllable. His evidence is merely negative: he has 
ſet in his margin a mark, which denotes that vero» 
was not in the ry, but in reſpect to what really 
was in that MS. either there, or in any other' part 
of the verſe, he is totally ſilent. Since Stephens 
then affords, in regard to this reading, no poſitive 
evidence, and ſince his negative evidence, as I ſhall 
preſently ſhew, is of no value whatſoever, the 
only ſource of information in the preſent inſtance, 
is the manuſcript itſelf. Unleſs therefore you have 
gained acceſs to the real Codex , in order to 
7. Your own 'words are, | p. 411. The MS. ty read 
mme paſlage thus for &, Azxfy Teo xai oiger, Without 

x«gx0 Or any other ſubſtantive. F. 0, 


TEE 5 =B'< thy bop. 8 2 


filence the unjuſt claims of the pretended one, which 
I cannot ſuppoſe, becauſe in your opinion Stephens's 
manuſcripts are all loſt, the reading, which vou 
have confidently, produced as that of the Codex ry, 
is merely a ſuppoſed reading; or in other words, 
it is nothing more than a reading, which you ſup-— 
poſe to have been there. The next queſtion there- 

fore, which I will propoſe, is, what reaſon had 
you for ſuppoling, that the Codex ry. had this read- 
ing ? Now the only reaſon you could poſhbly have, 
is this. Stephens's text in the pallage in queſtion 
is (ws d An der H u oiyuor: the word vero 
is incloſed between the obelus and ſemicircle, and 
(= ry) is noted in tlie margin. Hence you contlude 


_ that, if you deduct dere from Stephens' s text, the 


remainder mult be the text of the Codex ty, This, 
Sir, is a concluſion, which I ſhould have expected 
from a novice in the art of criticiſm, but certainly 
not from ſo experienced a critic, as yourſelf: for 
the concluſion reſts upon a principle, which upon 
examination will appear to be totally falſe. The 
principle, which I mean, is this: that wherever 
Stephens is ſilent in reſpect to any one of his manu- 
ſcripts, that manuſcript had the ſame text with his 
own: or, that if we wiſh to discover the text of 
any one of Stephens's manuſcripts, we have only 
to make ſuch alterations in Stephens's text, as Ste- 
phens has actually noted. But in no edition of the 
Greek Teſtament, or 'of any other book, that is 
publiſhed with various readings from Greek manu- 
ſcripts,” are we authoriſed to argue in this manner, 
except on the following conditions;  1*- that the 
editor engages to quote all the readings, in which 
his MSS differ from his'own text; and 24y that he 
faithfully fulfils his engagements. Now it is well 
known, 1 1 in the ſixteenth century, when criti- 
cism Was hardly advanced beyond the ſtate of in- 
2 


wih e 7. 


Fancy, no editor el to collate manuſcripts. fo 
completely, as to note all their deviations from his 
own texts, a labour which has been reſerved for 
the preſent age: and with reſpect to Robert Ste- 
phens in particular, it is equally well known, 
that though the Complutenſian edition, which he 
conſidered and treated as one of his manuſcripts, 
differs from Stephens's own text ? in above thirteen 
hundred places, he has not quoted it even in fix 
hundred 70, And if this has happened in the caſe 


V. Scilicet * innotuerat verus inlgnieghe uſus 
lectionum variantium: rejectae ſunt plurimae, ceu 
Juisquilise nulliusque plane pretii, a quibus novi- 
mus pendere ſaepenumero veram et genuinam tex- 
tus apoſtolici lectionem. Mill. Prol. 5. 1227, | 


9. Whenever 1 [peak of Stephens's text, without naming 
the edition, is always to be underſtood that of 1550. 


10. Mill ſays, Prol. [3 1472, Editionem Complutenſem 
caeterarum principem, et Stephanicae fundum de 
novo perquam accurate conferre in animo erat. - Sus- 
picabar enim, id quod res erat, plurimas lectiones 
nobis invidiſſe Robertum Stephanum. Certe in ite- 
rata hac recen ſione notavimus plus ſeptingenta, quae 
celebris ille editor ſicco pede praeterierat. And 6. 1226. 
In uno certe exemplari Complutenſi, lectiones plus 
2 omillas in hac editione deprehendimus, hoc eſt, 

— plures quam ve in ea nozatae ſunt: neque enim 
iptas videre eſt ultra DXCVIII. And with reſpect 
to the Catholic Epiſtles in particular, with which we 

are at preſent concerned, I can teſtify from a collation 
which I myſelf have made, that Stephens has not 

noted even a fourth part of the various readings of 
the Complutenſian edition. For that edition varies 
from Stephens's text. in an hundred and fifteen places, 
in the Catholic Epiſtles: yet Stephens's margin exhibits 
only twenty eight various readings from the Complu- 
teulian edition, and even in this ſmall number two 
are abſolutely falſe, and a third is inaccurate. At other 
times, Stephens's collator muſt have paſſed over whole 
chapters and left them totally uncollated : ind. John . 


SE SO . 8 
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of a legibly e book, which Stephens had 
conſtantly at hand, and to which he could at all 


times have recourſe, how much more eaſily might 


it have happened in the caſe of a Greek manulcript, 
which 3 it is more difficult to read, and in which it 
is much more probable that acollator ſhould be guilty 


of overlights, than in the collation of a printed edi- 


tion 12. If Stephens s margin therefore exhibits 


Golpel, for inſtance, there are eight pages together, 
beginning with p. 184, and containing more than 
four chapters, in which Stephens's margin exhibits 
no quotation either under the mark «, or the abbre- 
viation *,: and yet the Complutenſian edition fur- 
niſhes in that interval threeand twenty variations from 
Stephens's text. Inſtances of this kind are "og 
numerous. 


11. Neque enim credibile eſt, majorem habitam fille 
caeterorum librorum rationem, quam Hiſpanici. Mill. 
Prol. S. 1226. For this objection, however, you have 
an ingenious anſwer, p. 187. of your laſt edition, 

where you lay that R. Stephens did not feel himſelf 
ſo ſtrongly urged to an anxious minuteneſs of reference 


in reſpect to a printed book, by conſulting which his „ 


readers might perceive at once, and remedy any error 
into which he might fall; as in reſpect to his MSS, 
where they would not ſo eahly be able to rectify an 
inadvertency , or correct a miſtake, if he ſhould fuffer 
any to be made.” Now, Sir, I believe that moſt 


other critics would have concluded the very reverſe, 


and have ſuppoſed, that if Stephens had intended to 
be more accurate in the collation of one copy, than 
in the collation of another, he would have given the 
preference to the Complutenſian edition, for this 
very reaſon, that it was a printed book; becauſe he 
well knew, that every reader could determine whe- 
ther his extracts from it had been accurate, or not, 
and therefore, whether he had done his duty or not: 
whereas the quotations from his manuſcripts might 
have been defective and erroneous in a much greater 
degree, without being expoſed to the danger "of de- 
tection. I will put the queſtion home to * 
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not one half of the differences between his own 


text and that of his manuſcripts, it neceſſarily fol- 
lows that if you take any paſſage at a venture, 
where Stephens has no quotation from a given ma- 
nuſcript, it is at leaſt an equal chance, that in chat 
paſlage the manuſcript has one or more variations, 
notwithſtanding Stephens's ſilence. | 

But, chat I may not appear to deal in general 
aſſertions, without confirming the truth of them 
by facts, I will compare in a few paſſages Ste- 
phens's text with the readings, which he has quo- 
ted from the Complutenſian edition, in order to 
ſhew to what abſurdities the principle above-men- 
tioned unavoidably leads. The firſt example, which 
Iwill examine, ſhall be the two celebrated verſes, 
1 John V. 7. 8.: and as in this inſtance I merely 
copy from your own book p. 306, where you 


and ſeriously aſk you, whether you would have given 
in your ſecond edition ſo defective a tranſcript of MF 
Zeellner's letter, if previous to your publication that 
letter had exiſted in print. I rather think, that in 
that caſe you would have felt yourſelf urged to a 
more anxious minuteneſs.“ than you diſplayed in 
printing from your manuſcript. In like manner R. 
Stephens, whoſe intereſt as a bookſeller, as well as 
his literary reputation, was at ſtake, would have en- 
deavoured rather to guartl againſt faults, which every 
one could detect, than againſt ſuch, as he ſuppoſed 
would eſcape the notice of the public. But I appre- 
hend, Sir, that it was not R. Stephens's intent ion to 
be more accurate in the collation of one copy, than in 
the collation of another, but that his intention was to 
be as accurate, as circumſtances permitted, in them 
all: that the miſtakes, which he has made, are mis- 
takes of inadvertence: and that, as ſuch miſtakes are 
more eaſily made in collating Greek MSS., than in 
collating a printed edition, it is probable on that ac- 
count, that his extracts from the former were leſs 
accurate, and leſs complete, than his extracts from 


enn. rA ere. 2 2 


— — 


vourſelf have made the ſame» eompariſon,” you can 
have no objection to the example. In theſe two 


verſes Stephens's text is, Ori Teels t of uorrugays 
reg & TH 8eavp, 0 TaT1IG, © Noo, WU To Kyiov e 


u x Bros ol reg fv sl. xl Teels bi of papgrugey- 


reg £v TH , To mverue, xc) To U dg, xa To dlm Kea of 
Toes elg 79 & ei El xm pagrueiay *. T. J. Here Ste- 
phens has noted from the Complutenſian edition no 


other variation, than the inſertion of eig 8 after of 
Tees V. 7. According therefore ta the above - men- 


tioned rule, that the text of Stephens's manuſcripts 
is to be determined from Stephens's own text by 
making only ſuch alterations as he has noted, the 
Complutenſian text muſt be, Ori Tgeis eiow 0 pue- 
ruędrrec Y T , © rh, 0 Ne, Kal T0 c yiov 
mveUua xa) Aro of Teal; sig T0 é 80k 1) vgelg 51 of 
WARTUEBITE Ev TH Vn, 18 xvSνL,ꝭ⁴ 1a TO bd, Kal T6 
cine wal of Teeig tis 70 iv & El x pagrveloy, x. . 
A. But the Complutenſian text in this paſlage really 
is "Ort Tget5 e of ue re EV TY S, 0 MATH , 
vl & Ages, Kat To, yi ] . !, KA el Teal; £45 TO EV 


£104, xl Teig ela ei worrugavres em ri ne, 70 
mveIue, xa) T6 Ude, xo! To alua. El xu pacTugiav %. 
7. L It appears then from compariſon of the 


Complutenſian text, as it really is, with that which 
it would be according to your ruleZ?, that the 
two texts differ from each other in not leſs than 


12 I call it your rule, becauſe yon follow it, though you 
have not laid it down in expreſs terms. Other examn- 
ples, in which you have followed it, I ſhall notice 
hereafter. Martin likewiſe argued on the ſame ground 
and concluded, that the Complutenſian text contained 
the Doxology Matth. VI. 13, becauſe. it is in Ste- 
phens's text, and Stephens in that paſſage has noted 
no variation between his own text, and the Complu- 
tenſian. At leaſt I hope that it was this rule, which led 
Martin into error; for whoever has examined the 

Complutenſian edition itſelf, and till aſſerts, that it 


- 
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twelve. — r hae 1 is, the rule, which you 
have adopted, and on whach alone you can defend 
the reading sg &v NN mae xa} cov, leads in 
the ſhort compaſs of the two verſes 1 John V. 7. 8. 
to not leſs than twelve errors. Surely, Sir, a rule 
of this kind cannot he ſupported for a moment; 
and I am ſurpriſed, after what you yourſelf have 


written p. 307, that you ſhould not have disco- 
vered its fallacy. 


I will add one more example, and one only 
for though I could produce them by dozens, it 


«contains the Doxology complete,” is guilty of a deli- 
berate falſhood. 


: 13. Ver. 7. the Compl. ed. has aa before & Ader, and ei- 
76 after t rech, which Stephens has not, and omits 
-Groc tbefore of Tee, which Stephens has. In the 7th 
22 therefore there is a difference in four words. 

V. S. the Compl. ed. has xd ris d, Stephens & 27 25. 
"which makes a difference i in three more: and it omits 
the ſeven words et rg eie 78 &» lic, which Stephens 
has. The whole number therefore is fourteen: and, 
as Stephens has noted only ie ro, there remain twelve, 
which he has left unoticed. Or if you chuſe to reckon 

according to the readings, and not according to the 
ſingle words, we have five various readings, of which 
Stephens has noted only one. Lou ſay p. 192, that 
Stephens was unwilling to «overcharge his margin“: 
but if you conſult Stephens's margin "at this pallage, 
you will find a vacant f. of an inch and an half, 
which could eaſily have held all theſe variations, 
without being crowded. Perhaps you have never ob- 
ſerved Stephens's margin at the end of Acts XVI, 
where it is loaded, at the bottom as well as at the ſide, 
with a reading containing upwards of ſeventy words; 
and yet at 1 John V. 7. 8. where Stephens had plenty 
of room, you ſuppole him lo extremely delicate, as 
to be unwilling to disfigure it by half a dozen: for 
the notation of the abſence of the final claule Ver. 8. 


required only an obelus in the margin, with « 
alter it. 


e“ 


1 as. E.EA a A A 243 


a” IJ &S60 


wy, » 
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would be a waſte of time to be diffuſe on ſo plain 
a ſubject. This example I will ſelect — the 

Apocalypſe, becauſe in this book Stephens has paid 
more particular attention to the Complutenhan edi- 
tion, than in any other part of the New Teſtament. 
He has quoted it not leſs than wo hundred and 
thirty eight times in this book alone: whereas in all 
the four Gospels, of which the ſhorteſt is longer 
than the Apocalypſe, he has quoted it in no more 
than an hundred and ſixty two places. Further, 
Stephens .has not only given the moſt copious ex- 
tracts from the Complutenſian edition in this book, 


but has paid attention even to the moſt minute va- 


riations: he has quoted it merely for the omiſſion 
of the conjunction x in not leſs than eleven ex- 
amples, beſide thoſe where he has noted its inſer- 
tion: at other times he has carefully noted the 
omiſſion of 32; 72, and other ſuch particles: in 
ſhort, if we may judge from the number, and mi- 
nuteneſs of the quotations, Stephens collator muſt 
have beſtowed nearly as much labour on the Com- 
plutenſian edition in the Apocalypſe alone, as in 
all the other books of the New Teſtament put to- 
gether. If therefore there is any part of Stephens's 
edition, in which we may ſuppoſe that his extracts 
are ſo complete, as to enable us to judge of the 
text of any one of his mannſcripts, by a compari- 
fon of his own text With his quotations from that 
manuſcript, we may expect it of jthe Compluten- 
fan in the Apocalypſe. Let us apply therefore the 
rule in queſtion to Ch. XXI. 14. 15. and the firſt 
half of the 16 verſe. In this paſſage there are, AC- 
cording to Stephens, only two variations in the 
Complutenſian text, which conſiſt in the reading 
e auT@y for s avroi;, and the omi ſſion of xa) To res- 
xo avrng. Now, if we make theſe alterations in 
Stephens's text, we ſhall have, agreeably to your 
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rule, the following for the Complutenſian text. 


Kal TaiTsiyosc rg mohews A Deueriss Swiexc , xo) in 


| eurav ovopcrres Tay den dmoroNuv TE dpviss Kal 5 
" AcAGv pert eu ee xanoauo xd, ive wereroy Thv - 
Aww, x, vd TvA@vas auTis. Kal 1 Tos rer 
Kt, Nl To phog auris TooBrov 85w, oJov Kel To 


mAgrog, But the Complutenſian text really is, 2 


To Tely0s The hg EY ov Helle aden, xo) dr av- 
ray aden ovounTe Tay dd. amoroNuv TE Hevis. Kal 
Nd per eps exe uergov nahauor ygurev, Ive Ne- 
Tenoy r H, x Tg mu\Gves autis. Kol „ Tos 
TETEaywv0g N, x TO Wkog tuTIE oTov To jeg. 
It appears then, that a Complutenſian text form- 
ed upon your principles, at; Rev. XXI. 14. 15. 
and part of 16. would differ from the real Complu- 
tenhan text, in not leſs than five words: for it 
would have $8&x and pergov, leſs than it ought, 
and TooZTov, £51v, and x, more than it ought: five 
errors in two verſes and an half. This example added 
to the preceding 7+ ſhews, that your method of de- 
termining the text of Stephens's manuſcripts leads, 
in the. ſhort ſpace of four verſes and an half, to 
not leſs than ſeventeen errors. But this is nothing 
in compariſon of the whole: for as it appears from 
Mill's collation, that the Complutenſian edition dif- 


14. If it will be any ſatisfaction to have one or two more 
examples, you may compare Stephens's text with the 
Complutenſian, at Rev. VIII. 11, where, in the compaſls 
of eleven words, the latter has four deviations from 
the former, of which Stephens has noted only one. 


And at Rev. VI. II. Steph. text is ne, txacow S 


| Aol N, xe iege9n evrgic be A eν,h,eel ri g H- 
reo: the Compl. 285 avroi ba Ra,, xeovs, 


Here is a difference of ſeven words out of twelve: for 


the Compl. changes ine, to Iden, omits the five 
words txegoi 59x Arvxal xei leetm, and likewiſe wigs» 
after xes,, Of thele ſeven words, Stephens has no- 


ted only u, A ſironger example you cannot expect. 
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fers from that of Stephens in above ſeven hundred 
places, in addition to thoſe which Stephens has no- 
ted *F, it neceſſarily follows, that a Complutenſian 
text formed upon your plan, would contain not ſe- 
venteen only, but ſeven hundred errors, which is 
really a very tolerable number for one edition of 
the Greek Teſtament 16. | 

Alfter what I have already ſaid, I ſeriously 
aſk you, if you will ſtill ſupport the opinion, that, 
becauſe Stephens's text and margin at. James V. 7, 
ſtand thus, 

Lug dy AN vero Tewov xa) oppor | ry 

we can politively affirm, that the Codex ry, in this 
paſſage read ws &v Aa{3y mgwyov ual Gil. If Ste- 
phens has neglected to quote four readings out of 
five, in the moſt remarkable paſſage of the whole 


Bible; if he has quoted the Complutenſian edition 
almoſt as copiously in the Apocalypſe, as in all the 


other books of the N. T. put together, and yet in a 


ſingle paſſage of that very Apocalypſe has neglected 
to quote four readings, out of ſix: if finally in the 
whole Greek Teſtament, he has neglected to quote 
ſeven hundred readings, where the Complutenſian 
text differs from his own, it is ſurely contrary to 


3 See Mills Prol. $. 1226. 


16. Another argument, which might be brought againſt 
Four rule, is, that it frequently leads to downright ſole- 
cisms. For inſtance, Rom. VIII. 11. where Stephens's 
text is N 70 CG ours neue e verry, he quotes, from 
the Codex , and the Codex i, 73 tycinyyros AS à Va- 
rious reading to rs tay, but not a ſyllable more does 
his margin exhibit, If therefore you argue of the Co» 
dex ia, as you have argued of the Codex , and that 
you muſt, if you are conſiſtent in your principles, you 
will produce this elegant reading, d 74 dν⁰,mu⅛ aur 
22 6 lud. . 
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all the rules of probability to argue from Stephens's 
filence, and to conclude that his Codex , at Ja- 
mes V. 7. neither omitted the particle d on the one 
hand *7, nor contained any word as a ſubſtitute for 
veToy on the other, merely becauſe Stephens has not 
noted either the abſence of the dne, or the preſence 
of the other. But perhaps Stephens's collator was 

icularly attentive to James V. 2, and was not 
guilty of the ſame overlights, as in other places. 
Now his attention to this paſſage in particular may 
be eaſily determined, by having again recourſe to 
the Complutenſian edition. In this very verſe Ste- 
phens has sw aur, the Compl. ed. z auroy: in the 
preceding verſe 4. Stephens has a due, the 
Compl. edition d ywoy: in the following verſe q, 
Stephens has xgirng without the article, che Compl. 
ed. 6 xgrng: Ver. 10. Steph. This xaxoraFdag, dbeA - 
Oel us, Compl. AO ws, Ths naxonadinngs: Ver. 
11. Steph. e51v 0 Kugzes v oixTiguwy, Compl. sgi xa) 
elxTiouwy, without o Kugiog: Ver. 14. Steph. mgooua- 
Ac , Comp. meaouzheourw. Yet of all of theſe 
variations not one 1s noted in Stephens's margin. 
Your rule therefore is no more applicable at James 
V. 7., than at 1 John V. 7.: for Stephens's collator 
was in both places ſo negligent *5, than an infe- 


17. And what renders your conjecture, that the Codex iy 
read d &, MSU, the leſs probable, is, that ſo many MSS 
read Zr AzBy without 4, Wetſtein has quoted fourteen, 

which is a conliderable number for the Catholic epis- 
tles: and it appears from Woide's collation, that it is 
not in the Cod. Alexandrinus, Matthii has quoted an 
ancient MS in uncial letters: and Alter three Vienna 
MSS. This particle is likewiſe wanting in the edi- 
tions of Erasmus, Aldus, Colinaeus, and Bogard: 

and it has been lately expunged from the common 
text by Matthäi. | 


18. Perhaps Stephens was as unwilling to «@vercharge 


his margin,” at James V. 7, as at 1John V. 7.: or 
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rence from his ſilence to the text t of Stephens's ma- 
nuſcripts would be as falſe in the one Caſe; as in 
the other*9. 

If you ſhould fill be dispoſed to dds an . 
fort in favour of very, for the particle dy you muſt 
certainly abandon to its fate: if yon ſhould acknow- 
ledge that this little words of two letters might 
have been wanting in the Codex , without its ab- 


ſence being perceived by Stephens's collator ; if 


you ſhould admit, that the arguments, which 1 
have brought to ſhew the impropriety of arguing 
from Stephens' s filence, are applicable to , be- 
cauſe Stephens is totally filent in regard to that 
word, yet deny that they are applicable in the caſe 
of veroy, Where Stephens is not totally ſilent: I 


anſwer that, though he is not ſilent as to the ques- 


tion, whether berò' was in the Codex ry, or not, 


yet that he certainly is ſilent as to the queſiion, 


whether x&groy or any other word ſupplied its 
place: that thongh his evidence is poſitive with res- 
pect to ve roy, it is merely negative with reſpect to 

oy: and therefore I contend, that this very word 
might have been in the Codex , though Stephens 
has not quoted it. You will probably reply, that, 
if Stephens has e no omg evidence with res- 


haps he exerciſed his private judgement” in the 
ormer inſtance, as you ſuppoſe (p. 192) he eb in the 
latter. Now, Sir, whether the A of 
margin proceeded from the negligence of the collator, 
or from «an exerciſe of private judgement” in the 
editor, is immaterial to me. I have proved the fact, 
and will leave you to dispute about the cauſe. 


19. We have already ſeen, that at 1 John V. 7.8. the in- 
ference would lead to not leſs than twelve errors. 


20. Or, if you pleaſe, without its being thonght by the 
editor of ſufficient importance to be noted. 


ency of Stephens's 


rg — —— 
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pPect to K&g70y, yet his bare notation of the abſence 
E 
abſence likewiſe of 


: becauſe it is uſual, 
when a MS has a word, which ſupphes the place 
of that in the text, to quote the reading of the 


manuſcript, and not merely to mark the omiſhon 


of that reading, which 1s in the.text: that Robert 


Stephens's collator therefore , if the Codex ty had 
read 
ted wusTov | — ty, but veroy | xagnov, ry, and that, 
| .fince he has not quoted thus, the manuſcript muſt 


vage inſtead of verev, would not have quo- 


have had xRαινL, xa} & Lune without any ſub- 
ſtantive whatſoever. But if Stephens's collator, Sir, 
overlooked x&g7ov, this rule will no more help you, 
than the former. What! you will ſay, overlook 

rey in the very place where he perceived that 
veTov Was wanting! Les, Sir, I maintain chat the 
fact is not only poſkble, but that it is Hy no nieans 
improbable. In the firſt place, as J ain in the habit 
of confeſſing my faults, I make no ſcruple to de- 
clare, that I have myſelf been guilty of that very 


| overlight, which I believe to have happened to Ste- 


phens's collator; for when I collated the Codex Va- 
tabli, I clearly perceived, that it had not veroy at Ja- 
mes V. 7, but I did not obſerve, that it read e 
at leaſt the word is unnoticed in my manuſcript 
collation, and when I read your quotation I had no 
recollection of having ſeen it. Nor is the overſight 
difficult to be explained. My Whole attention was 
occupied by veroy: the word x&gnov, which no colla- 
tor, from the age of Erasmus to the preſent . day, 
has ever quoted in this paſſage from a Greek MS., 

did not occur to me: and, as the only object of my 
inquiry, was to know whether « vero, of which Ste- 


phens had affirmed that it was not in the Codex ry, 


were in the Codex Vatabli, or not, I reſted ſatis- 
fied, as ſoon as I perecived that the latter Was 
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true 1. Indeed there ſeems to be a kind of fatality 


attending this verſe : for Mill in collating the Ethio- 


pic verſion, Bengel in collating the Coptic, and 
Wetſtein in collating what is called the Itala, have 
all three been guilty of the very ſame overſight; 
and have quoted theſe three verſions, merely for 
the abſence of dero, though all three expreſs K0uge 
Toy. The Vulgate reads in this paſſage, Ecce agri- 
cola expectat pretioſum fructum terrae, patienter 
ferens, donec accipiat temporaneum et ſerotinum: 
where verov is wanting, and no other word ſu 

plies its place. When therefore the Ethiopic, the 
Coptic, or the Itala, are quoted, in conjunction 
with the Vulgate, for the omiſhon of yeroy, you 
will undoubtedly conclude, that neither of thoſe 
verſions have any word expreſhve of x&groy: and 
your inference will be full as juſt}, as in regard to 
the Codex Stephani ry. Yet the Itala, as you will 
find on conſulting Martianay or Sabatier, reads ve- 
ry legibly, Donec accipiat temporaneum et ſeroti- 
num fructum 22: the Coptic, according to Wil- 
kins's translation, has Usque dum accipiat matuti- 
num fructum, et ſerotinum: and the Ethiopic, ac- 
cording to the Latin translation in the London Po- 
liglot has fructum ferat 23. Theſe are undeniable 


21. Lou on the contrary obſerved a, becauſe your 
object was diametrically oppoſite to mine: for I ſought 
examples of coincidence, but you ſought only exam- 
ples of contradiction: conſequently xagr3, could not eaſily 
eſcape your notice, eſpecially if you were aſſiſted in 
the collation by a Cambridge friend, whom you fol- 
lowed in the MS, as he read in Stephens. 


22. Griesbach has properly corrected Wetſtein's inac- 
curacy, and quoted the Codex Corbeienſis (for this is 
what is meant by the Itala in the epiſtle of St. James) 
not for the omiſſion of derò, but for the reading x«gxo-, 


23. Mill acknowledges (Prol. 1472) that he did not un- 
derſtand the Oriental languages, and that he collated 
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facts, and they are ſo firong, and ſo ſimilar to the 
caſe in queſtion, that moſt critics would think it 


unneceſſary to ſay any thing further on the ſubject. 
But as I know, Sir, that in your opinion Ste- 


phens's collator was exempt from thoſe frailties, 
which fall to. the lot of other mortals, it will be 
neceſſary to produce a few examples of his negli- 
gence, from which I hope you will be convinced, 
that he Was capable of the ſame overlight, as hap- 
pened not only to myſelf, but to Mill, to Bengel, 
and to Wetſtein, in this very Place, and. in regard 
to this very word. 5 7 

Lou will certainly allow, that it was more 
eaſy for Stephens's collator to note ( verov), where 
veroy Was really wanting, and only a ſubſtitute 
was in its place: than to have made that notation, 
if inſtead of a ſubſtitute, vero» itſelf in propria per- 
ſona had been there. And belide the probability 
attending the notation in the former caſe, above 
that, which attends it in the latter, be it obſerved 


that in the one inſtance the notation of ( very) con- 


veys che truth, though not the whole truth, where- 
as in the other inſtance it would convey an abſo- 
5 lute 


the Latin translations, which are annexed to them in 
the London Polyglot. In examining therefore the 
queſtion, whether Mill was guilty of an overſight, or 
not, at James V. 7, in collating the Ethiopic verſion, 

. we have only to examine that particular Latin trans- 
lation, which he collated. I make this obſervation, 
' becauſe where the translation in the London Polyglot 
has * fructum ferat,” the translation given by Profeſſor 
Bode (Plendo - critica Millio- Bengeliana Tom. II. 
. 376) has **fructificet.” Further, Profeſſor Bode ob- 


erves, that in the Ethiopic the whole of James V. 7 


is paraphraſed in ſuch a manner, that it is improper 
to quote it for-any ſingle word of the common text. 
This is very true; but it alfects not our r 
queſtion. 


truth. If chen 1 can ſhew, that Stephens's collator 
was capable of the latter, he was a fortiori capable 
of the former. For this purpoſe, I requeſt you, 
Sir, to turn to the following 
Iypſe 24, Ch. III. 3. VII. 8. 8. XI. 17. XIIL 11. and 
compare the Complutenſian edition with Stephens's 
quotations from it. You, will then find, that Ste» 
phens has quoted four readings as wanting in the 
Complutenſian, though they are very legibly print - 
ed there. Among theſe four readings, there are two 
namely xa} 1xeras x0} Nee Ch. III. 3., and pa, 
gxopeves. Ch. XI. 17, which are of ſufficient length 
to prevent even their being overlooked by an aocu- 
rate collator, and therefore to prevent even his ſi- 
lence. on. the. ſubject, if the readings varied from 


his own. text. But that a collator, upon 2 6 
ence 0 


the paſſages ſhould poſitively atzeſt the abſ 

theſe readings, is a matter which would hardly be 
credited, unleſs it were confirmed by fact 25. The 
two other readings conſiſt, like vg, of only 
ſingle words: — one of . is remarkable on 
this account, that the quotation is not made as uſual 
by marks, but in expreſs terms 26. Namely, Ste- 
phens ſays of ia O Mig, which follows Pau, 
Rev. VII. 5 (and which in the common text is re- 


24 I have again recourſe to this book, for reaſons alten. 
ed in a preceding paragraph. 


25. The reading Apoc. XI. 17. is nod of a, 2 and c, 
of the 


which are all the copies which Stephens ha 
Apocalypſe. In this inſtance therefore the compolitor 
cannot have ſet « by miſtake for the mark of ſome 
other MS. becauſe there was no other, for which it 
could be ſet. But if the compoſitor made no miſtake, 
the words muſt have been overlooked by the collator. 


26. Hereagain therefore the miſtake cannot n to 
the compoſitor. | 
C 
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lute falſhood, without ' the leaſt intermixture of. 


paſſages in the Apocas - 
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peated not only after PSN, but after all the other 
names of the heads of the twelve tribes) Ovure in- 
rad d, 878 & r E, YEyeamTa To ED ⁴¹ 
iy role ue rẽgois avriyeaPorg, Let the Complutenſian 


edition, which Was one of his avrfyea©a'27, molt 


certainly has erOgay:opac, not, indeed, after Pu2yv 
v. 5., but after Bevixply v. 8. and therefore directly 
contradicts Stephens's re é Tois Ci. Nor is the 
Apocalypſe the only book, in which Stephens has 
declared, that readings are abſent, which are really 

reſent: for you will find examples likewiſe both 
in the Gospels, and in the Epiſtles. At John II. 22 
Stephens quotes (— .) for æurelg, that is, accord- 
ing to his notation he declares, that ayroig was 
wanting in all his copies of the four Gospels: and 
yet this word 3s very diſtinctly printed in the Com- 
plutenſian. At John VI. 15 he makes a ſimilar quo- 
tation to denote the abſence of Tx, but u is 
not wanting in the Complutenſian 23, At John VIII. 
9. the five words «a} uno Tis ouvaidyoews dA 
are declared in Stephens's margin to be wanting, 
both in the Complutenſian edition, and in the Co- 
dex y: and yet the Complutenſian edition does not 
omit any one of theſe five words. This is a very 
remarkable inſtance: but there is one in the Epiſtle 
to the Romans, which is ſtill more ſo, becauſe the 
quotation is made, not by marks, but, as in the 
caſe of £7Ogaxyiouivo, in expreſs terms: and there- 
fore it cannot be ſaid that the compolitor was to 


27. R. Stephens in his Greek preface calls all his ſixteen 
copies, incluſive of the Complutenſian edition, by 
the general title of Arie. | 


KY 


_ 8. g collator was here led into error by the cir- 
cumſtance, that the words & enge xd; are in the 
Complutenſian edition inverted, and printed n&au α 
X#enes. Hence he overlooked xy, as it was one word 

- diſtant from its uſual place. 


by 
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- blame, in ſetting the mark of one MS. for the mark 
- of another. At the end of the fourteenth chapter 
| of this epiſtle, Robert Stephens declares, that the 
a words T's 8 Swap. x. T. N., which compole three 
'W whole verſes, and in the common editions are the 
jv three laſt verſes, of the ſixteenth chapter, were 
y transferred in all his copies to the end of the four- 
10 teenth chapter 29: and he moreover adds, that he 
a8 thinks, it would have been better, if they had ſtood 
y at the end of the ſixteenth chapter 39. Would any 
th man after reading this; note, - ſuppoſe that in the 
22 Complutenſian edition, where Stephens was the 
d- leaſt expoſed to error, this very long paſſage, con- 
as fiſting of not leſs than fifty four words, actually 
nd were at the end of the ſixteenth, and not at the 
m- end of the fourteenth chapter? Yet it is a fact, 
10- which is not to be denied: and what renders the 
is miſtake. fall more extraordinary, is that Stephens 
III. has quoted a various reading from the Compluten- 


ſian edition, out of the very paſſage in queſtion, at 
the end of the ſixteenth chapter, where he had be- 
fore declared it to be wanting. And, in order to 
complete che buſineſs, he has there quoted inaccu- 
rately into the bargain 37, — It appears then from 
29. Stephens ſays at the end of Ch. XIV. Er Ag⁰ 
e dei rei arriyexQois ycyeαα rde, 75 Te dura 
vᷣude Fngtas, xe rd tn, NB. That you may not fall 
into error in this example, as you have done elſe- 
where, I beg leave to remind You „ that «ai te (K- 
are Stephens's own words, and no part of the 
quotation. F 68. 


ve 


30. *Any der xl\Aor Tout t g TA thr d mere 9a. 


© * 31. Stephens's text at Rom. XVI. 27 is xeicd 7 ? Ie. 
n tl g The word ꝙ he bas incloſed between his obelus and 
Ira ſemicicrcle, and noted ( a) in the margin. According to 


Stephens then the Complutenſian edition omits only g;: 
. C 2 
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theſe examples, (and I could add more, if I thought 


it neceſſary 32) not only that the overſight for 
which I contend, is poſhble, but that it is an acci- 
dent, which we might not unreaſonably expect to 
have happened to Stephens's collator. If he could 
overlook readings in a legibly printed book, and 
overlook them m ſuch a manner, as not merely to 
imply their- abſence by his flencs, bat to atteſt 
their abſence in poſitive terms, though they were 
very conſpicuously printed in che places, where he 
has declared them to be wanting: he was certainly 
capable, in collating a Greek manuſcript written in 
ſmall characters, of making the fame miſtake in re- 
gard to the lingle word v VeTov, and of noting there- 
fore (— derer) , though veroy had been there: But 
if this notation mi icht have taken place at James V. 2, 


but it really omits both Sand j. Good - natured cri- 
tics would perhaps ſave the credit of the collator in 
this inſtance, and transfer the fault to the compoſitor, 
by ſaying that the ſemicircle, which is placed after 
4, onght to have been placed after j, in which caſe 
the quotation would be accurate. But it would be 
contrary to your principles, Sir, to be ſo indulgent, 
becauſe the poſhbility of a falſe potion, in regard to 
Stephens's ſemicircle, has no » in your cri- 
tical creed. 


32. For inſtance Matth. XXVI. 60. Heb. XII 19. Rev. 
XV. 2. etc. As in theſe examples Stephens's margin 
aſcribes to the Codex « too little, fo at other times it 
aſcribes to it too much. According to Stephens' s mar- 
gi n the * &« Or Compl. ed. inſerts eixtrys after du 

atth. VI. 24.: * Tegxororres after cxnvorre, Acts. 
XVII. 13.: reer. before reli Rom. II. I.: 27 Keig- 
al TY νεάνEZeę after Togevouerres Jud. 16: can after cen 
Rev. VI. 12: avrs after 9g6x Rev. VII. 11. Yet the 
Compl. ed. has not any one of theſe additions. — It 
is therefore high time for you to revoke that ſolemn 
declaration, in which you profeſs once for all” (p. 
215) your general ſubmiſſion to — s margin.“ 


r 


„ 


— 
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event had veToy itſelf been preſent: how much more 
ſo, in the caſe of a manuſcript, where dero is really 
wanting, and only a ſubſtitute is in its place 3 
Further that Stephens's collator was capable of 
ſeeing one alteration, without obſerving another 
alteration of equal or greater conſequence in the 


very ſame place, will appear from the following 


examples 34. Acts XXIV. 2. 8. Stephens's text is & 
rd xeigay audi * IC e. XEAEUTAS: the Compl. in 
Tay Xeigay np@v &Meiheto; ual meg Ts ATT uNe. vA 
oa. Here it is full as improbable, that a collator 


| ſhould perceive the alteration of amyyaye to d 


T0, without obſ at the ſame. time the inſer- 
tioh of xl Te; ce drsgelle, which ſtands cloſe to 
d Oelde ro; as that he ſhould perceive the abſence of 
ve roy, A without noticing the preſ; ence. of * KG eTOV. 2 
Stephens has quoted e, without, val mg; & 

d et, from the Complutenſian edition. Acts 
XIII. Fr: Steph. text is EN Tos leg. Yu, Jer @ @ 
8 py MISEVONTE: the Compl. é rg ie, vuay\, & 
pa rig cugnre. Here Stephens has noted the altera- 
tion of @ to 6, but/of the omiſſion of i tgyov, Which 
immediately procedea;e 55 he has taken not the leaſt 


33- Even if Stephens had aas 110 enproſe terms (as 
he has done of 7s „% Rev. VII. 8. and ru 3 Jura 
Ab x. r. J. at the end of Rom. XVI.) that rtr, was 
not in the Codex , yet as his exprels evidence is 
_ falſe in two examples, we could not have been cer- 
tain, that it was not ſo in the third.” How much leſs 
hen is it to depended on, when his teſtimony to the 
abſence of x«gx% is merely implied in his we to 

| the abſence of vers? 5 


34. I here produce AFG fow 4 at. thatT may not 
be to prolix. Hut if you with for more of the ſame 
kind,, you. will find them in Matth. X. 28. XL. 16. 
Mark. X. 2. Luke XII. 7. Rom. XV. 2. 2 Cor. II. 3. 
Epheſ. IV. 32. Rev. III. 4. V. 6. 11. VII. 14. VIII. 
7. II, X. 7. XI. 2. 6. XIV. 6. XV. 4. XX. 5. 14. etc. 


2322 
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notice. Rev. XXI. 6, where Steph. text is ee, 
0 ei, the Compl. changes yeyove into ryeyor/;'and 


omits &yw zl," Here Stephens's margin exhibits - 


tyeyov, and not a word more. If Stephens's collator 
then was capable of perceiving the minute altera- 
tions of w to o, and ey to Yyeyour , without per- 
ceiving the more conſpicuous and important varia- 
tions in the very fame place, he was ſurely cap- 
able of overlooking zagrey, Which was likewiſe 
in the ſame place, where lie obſerved the abſence 
of vero 35, ' Laſtly, at Rev. VII. 10, Stephens's 
text is cr v u NH En r hee T3 Oed hν: 
the Compl. owryele TH Oc ia To Ko N Hive 21178 
* | Ling itt 6 57 


65 2 ES. 14 „ ny L 
35. It is a circumſtance particulayl 


** 


5 to be noted, that 
x«gx0 is a very, unuſual reading in this place, having 
been quoted in no collection of various readings, be- 
fuore that of Wetſtein: znd even there it Is not: quoted 
from a Greek MS- Stephens collator thereforg, as he 
did not expect} to find it, or, as. it could not occur to 
bim to ſeek it, might the more eaſily. overlook it. 
IT am. perſuaded that it was this circumſtance,” which 
'occalioned the overſight, of which T myſelf was guilty, 
nn regard 'to'this Word: If 1 had now to collate a Greek 
MS. which had *«gxo inſtead of vero», I ſhould certain- 
y not overlook it, becauſe. the reading is known. to 
me, and I-{honld expect, if dene were not in the Ms., 
that zagroy would he there: whereas at the time that 1 
cCollated the Codex Vatabli, the reading was unknown 
tao me, and thereſore eſcaped my notice. The ſame 
cCauſe operated probably, not only with Mill and Ben- 
gel, but likewiſe with Wetſtein: for though Wetſtein 


8 


has quoted , from the margin of the Philoxenian 


verſion, yet as he did not collate this verſion before 
1746, and had begun thirty years before that period 
do collect his other materials, it is probable that, when 
he collated tlie Codex Corbeienſis, the reading was as 
much unknown to him as to Bengel. Griesbach on 
the contrary, in recollating this manuſcript, was not 
guilty of any ſuch overſight,” becauſe «aproiy was well 
known to him, as @ various reading ta deres, 


" £," # %* WW Y. i 7m WE he 0 0M 
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bers. Stepliens has noted the inſertion of T9 Oed 
nav; after owryg{, but of the omiſſion of T3 Oed 
1uay after h he ſays not a word. Here I might 
contend, that it is wholly. contrary to the known 
practice both of Stephens and of other editors, when 
a reading is transferred from one place to another; 
(For chis reading 1 is nothing more than a, transpoſi- 
tion of 73 Oed quay, with an alteration from the 
genitive to the dative) to note its inſertion in the 
one place, without noting, at the ſame time, its 
omiſſion in the other: and that, if he has violated 
an eſtabliſhed rule in this inſtonce; , he may 11 
heen guilty of a ſimilar violation at James V. 7. 

If you are not already convinced, that oy 
phens's collator was capable of tlie overſight , for 
which I contend, I have two examples in reſerve; 
which will prove at leaſt his capability, becauſe 
they wall ſhew, that he has been guilty of this 
very overſight in other places. Stephens's text at 


Rev. I. 24 is Agyw. * Aomot; : the Compl. text 


N Tool Aolmots, ' Here you would think it impol- 
ſible that any man on collating the Complutenſian 
edition ſhould obſerve that x was wanting, with- 
out perceiving that Tos ſupplied its place. And 
yet, Sir, if you conſult  Stephens's margin, you 
will find that the abſence of xl is noted, but that 
no remark whatſoever is made in regard to reg 6. 
This example i is exactly parallel to chat of vercy and 
%%emov., Which - in point of magnitude! bear to each 
other the ſame proportion as xa and rei: and ſince 
Stephens's collatat Was guilty of an overſight in 
the one . "ou met be certain that he was not 


11 . 
7 dO * 


36. Stophons' text and margin at Her. II. 24 end thus, 
T 825 de, xa Noone | * 2 ifs 18. 
This notation exactly” the:ſame, as at James v. 7. 
| "Exs d. h Verd. KRAαοαννα 10. Milo: | *. : 


* 
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guilty of che ſame overſight in the other. If you 
argue from Stephens 's notation at Rev. II. 24, of 
which I have given a copy in the Note 36, you 
muſt neceſſarily conclude that the Codex , which 
is the Complutenſian edition, read, in conjunction 
with the MSS zz and , the paſſage thus Tu 8 As- 
V7 Aoimois, without any word whatſoever between 
As and Nong. And your concluſion would be 


full asjuſt 37, as when you conclude from a ſimi- 


lar notation at James V. 7, that the Codex ry read 
Nn wewimey 8% o/uov, Without any ſubſtantive 
whatſoever between NY and Tewyoy. But lince, 


in ſpite of Stephens' s notation, the Complutenhan 


edition reads du 0s Azyw Tots Aornotg, it deprives 
your opinion , that the Codex ry did not read N 
 napmov g xa) G,, of that certamty , which 
you ſuppoſe it 3 — Again, Stephens's text 
at Coloſs. III. 20, is agesey T@ xvgly: the Compl. 
8Uageoov ev xvely. Here ey is in the place of TG, as 
in the Codex Vatabli vag is in the place of vero, 
According therefore to the common. practice of quo- 
ting various readings, Stephens ſhould have — 
ſed vg within his marks of reference, and have no- 
ted ey in the margin: in the ſame manner, as in 
quoting a manuſcript, Which had rage inſtead of 
oe roy, he ſhould have incloſed verov within las marks 
of reference, and have noted x&grov in the margin. 
But at Col. III. 20, he has noted merely the pre- 
ſence of _ as at Tomas: V. *. he has noted merely 


1 


37. And it would be attended with much greater proba- 


bility, becauſe ſeveral. manuſcripts read dn d A 
Aoirow Rev. II. 24.: but we know of none, which 
read , Ai, N oylupeor James V. 7. You, cannot 
reply, that the Codex iy read thus, becanſe the ques- 
tion is now in agitation, whether it did or did not: and 
therefore it would be a petitio . to take for 
granted that it did. 
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: 


the abſence of vergy.. If you judge therefore from 
Stephens's margin, you will conclude that the Com: 
plutenſian edition inſerted ey, without omitting 7g; 
as you conclude from the ſame margin, that the 
Codex gy omitted . veroy. without inſerting X&gFoY. 
But your concluſion would certainly be falſe in the 
one caſe, and therefore you cannot it with 
latery, 3 in the other, 

If in order to defeat the * of any: of {the 
b quoted in the ſeven laſt paragraphs, you 
ſhould contend that had been ſet — — i for 
the mark of ſome other manuſcript: I anſwer that 
two of them are quoted not by marks, but in ex- 
preſs terms, that ſeveral are quoted not only from 
the Complutenſian, but from all of Stephens's copies, 
(namely from thoſe which con the books in 
queſtion) „chat in ſome of them the cauſe is ob- 
vious, Which led the -collator into error, and laſtly 
that with thoſe examples, which zelate to Ste- 
phens's ſilence, the compoſitor could have no con- 
cern. But I ſhall not be diffuſe on the ſubject, be- 
cauſe you cannot have recourſe. to tis plea for the 
two following reaſons. 1. It would be contrary 
to your ayowed principles: for you maintain p. 216, 
chat, though it is allowable to correct ſuch glaring 
typographucal blunders, as c, ie, 16, at Rev. XII. 
2, Jet abſurdity and perverſeneſs lie where the 
caſe is quite diſſimilar to this.” Now, Sir, in each 
of the examples, which I have quoted, the caſe is 
quite diſſimilar”? to that, of a, ie, 16, for not one of 
them has like this the mark of falſhood on its fore- 
head, Further you lay p. 192. that morally ſpeaks 
ing” Stephens could not” commigy any tyPogra» 
phical miſtake at x John V. 7, which is one of my 
examples: you ſuppoſe hos khat in certain caſes 
Stephens Was infallible in reſpect to typography, 
and exempt even from the danger of typoꝑr apical 


— — — . — — 
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error 7 L privilege 4 ; Which Providen ce has beſt - 
on no other printer. 2. If, contrary to my ex- 


pectation, you ſhould in any one of the examples, 


which I have quoted, plead for a typographical er- 
ror, and contend-that @ was falſely ſet for ſome 
other mark, you mult allow me according to the 


rules of common juſtice, to plead likewiſe for a 


typographacal error, and to contend that. at James 
V. 7, Stephens's compoſitor ſet y by miſtake for , 
which would as completely overthrow your whole 
argument, as all that I have written againſt it. 
The conjecture would not be improbable-in itſelf, 
becauſe Stephens made at leaſt as much uſe of the 
Codex iæ as of the Codex ry, for he has quoted the 
former nearly four hundred times Mill Prol. 
S. 1171): and no one could contradict it, becauſe 
no one knows where the Codex 1 18 preſerved; and 


vou yourſelf would have che leaſt right, becauſe 
ou have publicly avowed the opinion, chat Ste- 


phens's MSS. are all loſt. I can even quote an in- 


ſtance (Acts X. 6) where ry is without doubt ſet falſe- 


ty, for it is printed twice. Take the matter there - 


fore which way you will- : allow the examples, 


which I have produced to be errors of the collator, 


or allow them not, it is wholly immaterial to me, 


for the inference will be equally in my favour. 

'T have thus ſhewn, Sir, that the reading, 
which you ſuppoſe, and even confidently aſſert, to 
have exiſted. in the Codex ry at James V. 7 is wholly 
incapable of defence: and though I would not ven- 
ture to affirm, merely on the ſtrength of the prece- 
ding arguments, that the manuſcript did not oon- 


tain this reading, yet they ſufficiently prove, _ 


is all I require at preſent, that you cannot 
tively affirm it did. To the queſtion, whether ho 


Codex ry read ts Azu{2y 1agrov mewnev x8 CU 


| at James V. 7, the arguments, which I have uſed 
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in che ſeven laſt paragraplis have no relation: their 


object is not to turn Stephens's margin in that paſ- 
ſage to my advantage, but merely to prevent its 


being turned againſt me: they tend neĩtlier to prove 


what was in the Codex ry, nor what Was not chere, 
but merely to ſhew the uncertainty of that reading, 
which you ſuppoſe to have been there. And if my 
arguments produce only this ſingle effect, which 
I believe no man will deny, that they render your 
reading uncertain, 1 have gained my point. For 
when an opinion, ſupported by the acknowled- 
ged coincidence: of four and twenty readings, is to 
be overturned by a discordancy in the twenty fifth, 

the reading , on which that discordancy is ground. 
ed, 'muſt be very clearly and diſtinctly proved, 
before that ſingle example can be admitted as evi- 
dence againſt the united teſtimony of the remaining 


twenty four, — And when we take into conſide- 


ration the. following important circumſtance, that 
zg &v Nn Tewyov #0 Sion, without vero OD 
any word between X&/3y and; mower , is a reading 
which has never been found in à Greek manuſcript, 
either before or ſince the time of Stephens 33, nor 
has ever been quoted by a Greek father 39, your 
ſuppoſition that the Codex ry had that reading, 
wenn uwe. (wen at to be . . 


2% The Greek MSS in bee read N $10) Tes;uor: the 

Codex Leiceſtrenſis as NI NK Toy rg: 4 Greek 
MS quated in the margin of the Philoxenian verflon 
has 3489 ret re; but we know of no Greek MS 
which reads A&y v. It is true that this reading is 
in the collection made by the Marquis of Velez: but 
the readings in this collection were not derived from 


1. 


Greek MSS. and therefore prove vothing, See the 


Appendix N® 3. | | 


. Antiochns quotes 1455 rg Tewiuor? -other Greek 
fathers N dero mewuert but none Adfby Tediuen 
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comes clogged. with another difficulty; which you 
will not be able to ſurmount. To give credit to a 
fact, which happens daily, the moſt common tes- 
timony is ſufficient: but, when an event is ſingu- 
lar in its kind, and contradicts the experience of 
all ages, we muſt not only have poſitive and une- 
quiyocal evidence, before we can believe it, but 
that evidence. muſt be given by a witneſs, whoſe 
general teſtimony can ſtand the teſt of a rigid exa- 
mination. Now with reſpect to the general charac- 
ter of the preſent witneſs, we have already ſeen 
that, inſtead of being able to ſtand the teſt of a 
rigid examination, even his poſitive and direct tes- 
timony is frequently falſe #9. And in the caſe in 
queſtion, his evidence is ſo far from being poſitive 
and unequivocal, that in regard to &y he has given 
no evidence at all, and in regard to 


fore every qualification, which is neceſſary to give 
credit to your adopted reading. | 
Thus far I have only endeavoured to invalidate 
the inference, which you have deduced from Ste- 
Phens's notation: but I will now venture to go a 
ſtep further, and contend; not only that we have 
not ſufficient ground for concluding that the Codex 
read sg &v NUN R 0) ener, but that we 
have poſitive ground for believing,” that the ma- 
nuſcript had not that reading. For, if it had that 


40. That you may not ſuppoſe; that I here offend againſt 


- «literary candour and Chriſtian charity” (p. 203), I 


aſſure you, Sir, that I confine the charge to Stephens's 
margin: and that Ido not intend to caſt the ſnalleſt re- 
flexion on the © probity and honour” of Stephens him- 
ſelf. I have no doubt that it was Stephens's intention 
(though you yourſelf feem to doubt it p. 187) that his 
margin ſhould every where ſpeak the truth: but with 
the beſt intention he has failed of ſucceſs, The edi- 
tor was honeſt; but his margin is undoubtedly falſe. 


| y he has 
given it merely by implication. There fails there- 


reading, eicher St. James himſelf wrote Tewpov xul 


5 owyuory Without a ſubſtantive, or the o pro- 
| = ceeded from a transcriber. Now ſince the preces 
ok ding part of the ſentence is ld 6 yewgyes exde xrrat 


of Tov Tiuuov %aemov v Ns, pea e auto, St. 
James, if he added 4s d Aa{3y Tewyoy xe Su, 


* without any ſubſtantive expreſſed, either intended, 
ofa that theſe adjectives ſhould refer to oy in the 
3 preceding part of the ſentence, or that they ſhould E 
ny agree With ve roy underſtood, on the ſuppolition, 
= that thas word from its frequent uſe with Tewyos 


7 and owyos would ſuggeſt itſelf to the reader. If 
he intended that they ſhould refer to Xagmov 41. the 
genus of the Greek languag ge, as Written both by 


3 ſacred and profane writers, required the article 4 
ven fore theſe adjectives, and it would have been abſo- 


" lately necell, ary to have written ws a&v Nan Tov 
regte N Tov G ñe·. The author of this 
epiltle judged it neceſſary to uſe the article before 
duo, even where #&gmoy Was . how 


15. This is Mill's opinion (Prol. 1208), who ſuppoſed 
that the paſlage originally ſtood without vero», and that 
the adjectives referred to x«gro1, in the ſame manner 
as in the Vulgate temporaneum and ſerotinum refer 

to fractum. Indeed, if vers» be not expreſſed, I do 
not fee how they can have any other reference: nor 
have any of thoſe commentators, who believe that 
veror is ſpurious, conſtrued them other wiſe. 


42. Or, as in the Codex Leiceſtrenſis xi 7% e. 


43. This queſtion did not occur to Mill. He was accuſtom- 
ed to the Vulgate, ecce agricola expectat pretioſum 
2 uctum terrae, patienter ferens, donec accipiat tem- 
raneum et ſerotinum: and therefore ſuppoſed that 
the bare omiſſion of #75, was as allowable in the ori- 
ginal, as in the translation. He did not conſider the 
difference between the two languages in reſpect to the 
article, but thought on the Vulgate, when he criti- 
ciſed on the Greek. 
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much more then would he have cought i it cnecel. 
ſary before Tgwyor and oapecy, where xο⁰αονο was 
underſtood ?: And even if. he had intended, that 
theſe adjectives ſhould agree with ber underſiood, 


a ſuppoſition, however, Which I conſider as highly 


e 44, he would Hal have uſed the article 


. Thele 4 5 bnas: cannot well agree with « verd. e 
ſtood for the following reaſons; I. *Yercs had not been 
mentioned in any part of the preceding discourſe, and 
he ſubject related, not to rain, but to fruits. 2. Kay 
8 being of the ſame number, caſe, and gender, with 

keine and por, they will inſtantly appear Ito be 
connected by their grammatical relation; and in the 
Vulgate temporaneum and ſerotinum muſt agree with 
fructum. 3. Theſe adjectives are frequently uſed in 
the LXX. with words expreſſive of ſeeds and fruits 
(ſee Exod. IX. 32. Jerem. XXIV. 2. Hoſ. IX. 12), and 
in the Tearoruxa Lib. I. cap. 12. Tom. 1. p. 56. ed. 
Niclas, we find t Tewieo; xecgrrol.» * el fe. 4. The 
verb Ne would ſuggeſt at but not ep . For Au- 


Boivew Vvercy occurs no where in the N. or LXX, 


whereas N is peculiarly uſed with hawk, ſigni- 
fying to gather in the fruits of th > earth. (See Matth. 
XXI. 34.) 5. The pronoun ayrs, (and ſtill more ar 
as ſeveral editions and moſt MSS read,) which muſt 


refer to aer, will, by having already directed the * 


reader's attention back to ere, again ſuggeſt that 
word, when he finds Tgyuor and SU, without a 
fabſtantive. 6: The participle luargeg H will have 
the ſame effect: for it is not rain, but the fruits of 
the earth, whether gathered at an early or a late ſeaſon, 
whether gr Tewico: Or xxg70% ,, Which are the 
ultimate object of the hopes of the husbandman. No 
man therefore after having read gu EX” r,, 
that is ex 2 z«gxo, would on reading ss &, M think 
of vers, lam perſuaded therefore that, if this word 
were not expreſſed, the ſentence itſelf would notiſug - 


geſt it, notwithſtanding vero is uſed at other times 
with reste and owes, It is uſed, however, with theſe 
adjectives in no other inſtance in the whole N. T. and 
only ſive times, according to Trommius, in the whole 


LX. — That you * not ſuppoſe _ this note 


TC. g. g. g -o ws 4 £&, mw ic 
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and have written Toy αοανẽ xa r o/yuey. We 
have a caſe exactly in point in this very epilile, 
Ch. III. 11, where St. James writes Mun ij Txyn an 
vic auths og (ever rd yaAuty N To: me; Here 
yIuxy and mTwgov agree with dd, Which though. it 
had not been expreſſed, | inſtantly. ſuggeſts itſelf to 
the reader. In hke manner at Ch. V. 7., if he had 
uſed the adjectives without a ſubſtantive, he would 
have written Tv Tgwuoy x Toy owyuoy, Whether he 
had intended that the reader ſhould refer the adjec- 
tives to x&gn0v, or ſupply ber 5. The reading 
therefore, Which you ſuppoſe to have exiſted in 


the Codex ry at James V. . could not have proceeded 


a mine 4 a 1 A | 
is ſuperflücls, as it contains a proof of what commen- 
tators have taken for granted, I will aſſign the reaſon 
of its introduction, Having mentioned to a learned 
friend, for whoſe judgement I have great reſpect, that 
I conſidered zer ov A1 g ον vr iu; without 
either article or ſubſtantive, as falſe Greek, I received 

for anſwer, that he was likewiſe of opinion that theſe 
adjectives required an article, provided they referred 
to ag I have judged it therefore not unneceſſary 
to prove, that they cannot have any other reference. 
It is alſo on this account, that I have made a diſtinc- 
tion, which I ſhould otherwiſe have neglected, be- 

- cauſe it appears to me that, whatever be the reference, 
the article is equally neceſſary. | 


45. In the example juſt quoted from James III. x1. che 
article is uſed before αν and xwger becauſe the ſub- 
ſtantive is ſuppreſſed. This appears from the very 
next verſe, where vg is expreſſed and no article is 
uſed. In like manner, though we may ſay verir ngei- 
jor xi S, OT xegror vf N Y: yet, as ſoon 

as the adjectives are uſed without a ſubſtantive, the 
article is indiſpenſable. Such elliptical expreſſions as 
TeTngor , Matth. X. 42, have no relation to the 
preſent example, which is not that of a ſingle adjec- 
tive in an oblique caſe, and governed of a noun, but 

of two adjectives, in the accuſative tale, and govern- 
ed of a verb. © 
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from the author himſelf. Nor could it have proceed - 
ed from a Greek transcriber, who, if he had er r 

to reject veroy, would for the reaſons already aſlign 
ed either have inſerted the article, like the . 
of the Codex Leiceſtrenſis, or have repeated xa@groy, 
Hke Antiochns, and the N of a Greek manu- 
ſcript quoted in the margin of the Philoxenian ver- 
re It is true, that vsroy might have been omitted 
y accident: but ſince, as far as our experience 
goes, No transcriber ever has been guilty of this 
folecism, it would be both improbable and unjuſt 
to ſuppoſe it of the perſon, who wrote the Codex 
Stephani / Notwithſtanding therefore Stephens's 
margin teſtifies merely the abſence of & veTov, We 
_ mult not conchude, that this word was wanting in 
ſuch a manner, as to have had no other word in its 
place. Bengel and Wetſtein have in like manner 
teſiified, that the Coptic and the Itala reject veroy, 
without making any further remark : and yet both 
of theſe verſions, as I have already ſhewn, ſubſti- 
rute x&gr0y. Now belide veroy, there are only two 
other readings known in this place to Greek manu- 
ſcripts, and to Greek fathers, the one is x Toy, 
the other xa&ex0y, Since therefore Stephens declares 
that veroy was not in the Codex ry, and a total va- 
cancy is not to be expected, it is probable that the 
MS had one of theſe two readings. But the read- 
ing x} Toy is ſupported only by one authority 46, 
whereas the reading xe is ſupported by ſeve- 
ral #7, According therefore to the rules of proba- 
bility founded on actual experience, xagnoy is the 
very reading we ſhould 1 in the Codex Ste- 
Phani 


46. The Codex Leiceſtrenſis. 


47. Antiochus, the Coptic Verſion, the margin of the 
Philoxenian verlion, and the Codex Corbeienſis. 


mw, A 2 


Letter III. 49 


phani ry: and ſince this reading „as you yourſelf 
declare, is that of the Codex Vatabli, inſtead of 
confuting my opinion „it  {erves rather to con- 
firm it. | 


Letter IIL 


] have ſhewn in my ſecond letter, that in the ex- 
ample, to Which alone you make any objection, 
the Codex Stephani cy does not eontradict the Co- 
dex Vatabli; and that the reading, on which you 
ground the fuppoſed contradiction, is wholly incap- 


able of ſupport. I have ſhewn likewiſe, that, 


inſtead of{contradicting each other, the manuſcripts 

ſo far agree, that what Stephens has affirmed of 
his Codex ry, may be afhrmed alſo of the Codex 
Vatabli. On the other hand, - ſince the Codex Va- 
tabli not only rejects ver, but alſo adopts xaemov 
in its ſtead, (which I did not perceive when I made 
the collation, as I have already confeſſed) and Ste - 
phens has noted the abſence of 0 verov, Without noti- 
cing the preſence of xagncy, I acknowledge that 
though Stephens's margin at James V. 7. does not 

contradict the text of the Codex Vatabli in that paſ- 

ſage, it does not fully and adequately repreſent it, 

I am ready therefore to renounce my claim to this 
example; and, fince you cannot poſhbly legitimate 
your own, you can have no objection to the pro- 
poſal that Stephens's margin ſhould in this inſtance 
be declared neutral, and of courſe that the contro- 
verſy ſhould be finally determined by the remaining 
twenty four. Theſe I will divide into three claſſes. 
The firſt claſs ſhall contain the readings, for which 
no other manuſcript than the Codex ty has ever 

| D 
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been quoted, either by Stephens, or any other edi- 
tor. The ſecond claſs ſhall contain thoſe, which 
have Leen found in only one other manuſcript: and 


the third claſs thoſe, which have been discovered i in 


more tlian one other manuſcript. 
d 


_..Cla ſ * F 
Containing Readings, for which no manuſeript, ex- 

cept the Codex ty, has been quoted by either Mill, 
= etſtein, Griesbach, Matthuei „or Alter x. 


No 1. James I. 22. Tiveo 98 ow eu Vets. 
— 2. 1 Pet. IV. 13. K Os. 
—43. — V. 5. Trordocecde. 
— 4. 2 Pet. I. 1. Kugls ud -In0'8. 
— 5. — I. 3.  Zon + Ein. 
— I. 5. "Emxoenynoare vf. 
— I. 20. Ates. 
— 8. — II. 1. — Ev To N 
— II. 11. Kd eauray nden, 
— — II. 12. — Teye 
— 11. — II. 21. Exis ei N eic d er. 
— 12. 1 John. H. 20. IIdvreg. 
— 13. — III. 19. Imworcuega. 
— 14. — IV. 8. Ex T# Oe u Erin. 


Claſs IT. 


Conſiſting of Readings, which Jiave been fond in 
' only one manuſcript , befide the Codex ry. 


1. James V. 8.  Maxgo9uuyonre + Od, in the Co- 
. 1 1 dex Coishimanus 202. 
2. 1 Pet. I. "Sz Zug in the Cod. Auguſtanus 6. 


1. The text readings, to which the following various 
readings relate, may be ſeen in the general table of 
the rden readings" 15 A oder 4 in * ſecond 


SA 


ch 


nd in 


e Co- 
202. 
us 6. 


various 
able of 
ſecond 
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3. 1 Pet. I. 21. This in the Cod. Alexandrinus. 
4. — IV. 19. — Qs . Cod. Alexandrinus. 


5. 2 Pet. I. 2. Ads . . Cod. Alexandrinus. 


6. — III. 18. ere T&Tgos in the Co- 


dex Petavianus 3. 


7. I John I. 2. EQanegsSy ult. + Ey in the Codex 
: Colbertinus 2844. 


8. — VIV. 3. rcon in the Codex Coislinia- 


nus 199. 


Claſs 41. 


Conſiſting of Readings, which have been diicooeielt 
in more than one manuſcript, TAG the Co- 
dex ry. 


1. James v. 25. Emi\iopwy, in the Codex Covelli 4. 


Codex Reuchlini, and 
the Moſcow MS, miarks 
£ ed k by Matthaei. 
2, 1 Pet. II. 7. Abbo , in the Codex Alexan- 
| drinus, Cod. Covelli 2, 
Cod. Coidlinianud 200, 
Cod. Petavianus 2, and 
the Moſcow MS mark- 
ed d by Matthaei. 


The preceding ſtatement is very different from 
the account which, you have given of theſe twenty 
four readings. - You ſay, p. 412. It will appear 
on conſulting the various readings collected by Mill, 
Wetſtein, and Griesbach, that the caſe ſtands thus, 
or nearly thus. Of the twenty four ſingular read- 
ings, „in which the MSS K* 2 and , agree, twelve 


2. If you were beten to avoid calling this manuſcript 
by the name of Codex Vatabli, you ſhould have ſaid 
the MS marked Kk. 6.4, for there are an hundred 
MSS in the Univerlity Library marked Kk. a 
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have been discovered in other Greek manuſcripts.“ 


ſcripts have been quoted beſide the Codex ry. Four- 

teen therefore remain to compoſe the firſt claſs 3, * 
But as you hardly made this aſſertion without H 

ſome authority , I conclude that you have reduced Ti 


Now, Sir, I ſhould be much obliged to you; if you 

would tell me the names of the Greek manuſcripts, { 

which contain twelve of theſe twenty four read- f 

ings: for I have examined the editions of Mill, 4 

Wetſtein, and Griesbach, again and again: I have a 

examined alſo the editions of Matthaei and Alter, 1 
Ii which you have not mentioned: I have conſulted 1 
If likewiſe Griesbach's Symbolae criticae, and Woi- b 
Ii de's collection of various readings from the Codex t 
ith Alexandrinus, and yet I cannot poſſibly find more * 
It than ten examples, in which other Greek manu- ſc 
| 


— — 
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. 
5 
. 
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| f the number to twelve, by truſting in ſome of theſe 02 
1 examples to falſe appearances, Or by taking that ot 
f: A for evidence, which really is none. Now there 1 
15 8 1 
1 3. The firſt claſs would really conſiſt of Mreen readings, af 
| if the matter was to be determined only by the edi- Ne 
tions of the Greek Teſtament, for in no edition hither- fo 
to printed has the reading, marked N in the ſecond 1 
claſs, been quoted from any other MS than the Codex 8 
Stephani y. But in the margin of that copy of Mill's bu 
Greek Teſtament, which Mill reſerved for himſelf, mi 
and which is now preſerved in the Bodleian, is a ces 
written notation at 1 John I. 2, ſignifying that the ott 
Codex Colbertinus 2844 added , after the ſecond 28. T 
regen in addition to the common text, See Gries- 5 
bach's Symbolae criticae, Tom. I. p. 302. Whether lid, 
the notation was made by Mill'himſelf, or by Hearne, hay 
who likewiſe wrote marginal notes in this copy, I do wh 
not know. Mill expreſsly declares in his Prolegomena the 
$. 1173 that this very reading i@«res93n & nur I John 
I. 2 was peculiar to the Codex Stephani : but I will 4 


not avail myſelf of this declaration, becauſe a reading 
may be overlooked at one time, and obſerved at 
another. | : 


Ill, 
ave 
ter, 
ted 
Voi- 
dex 
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Mill's 
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are two of theſe readings, which appear to have 
been quoted from other manuſcripts, though in 
fact they have not. The firſt of theſe is, James I. 
22. here zy momTal vous, where the common text 


is yiveoge de manta} AD. The Codex ry therefore 


changes both ds into S, and N into vous. Wet» 
ſtein quotes 2 from the Cod. Coislinianus 202, and 
vous from the Cod. Petavianus 1: but no MS has 
been quoted either by Wetſtein, or any other edi- 
tor, which has both theſe alterations, and of courſe 
no MS has been quoted, which agrees in this pas- 
ſage with the Codex cy, The other reading is, 
2 Pet. II. 11. xf exuraoy BAcoOyuor, where the 
common text is x7" auTwv Tex xvely Ago Ono. 
Here again the difference is two-fold: for xar' - 
Tay is changed to 2 eauraey, and mags xugiy is 
omitted. Now the Codex Alexandrinus and two 


other MSS are quoted hy Wetſtein for the omiſhon 


of rg xvgig, but no other MS than the Codex cy 
has been quoted, both for the omiſſion of gd u- 
ei, and the alteration of xaT auriy to u tapray. 
Now if you reckon theſe two readings, as readings 
found in other manuſcripts, the number in the firſt 
claſs is reduced at once from fourteen to twelve: 
but as you have displayed on other occaſions ſo 
much critical ſagacity, in detecting even differen- 
ces, Which would have escaped the eye of every 
other collator, I can hardly ſuppoſe, that you have 
overlooked thoſe, of which I have juſt ſpoken. Be- 
lides, if you have reckoned, as you moſt probably 
have, ePxveew9y ev , 1 John I. a, as one of thole, 
which are peculiar to the manuſcript in queſtion, 
the deduction of the two readings above mentioned 


4. That the Cod. Alexandrinus actually reads ar «p72, 
and therefore differs from the Codex y, you may 
ſee on conſulting Woide's edition, if you have not 
acceſs to the MS itſelf. 
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would reduce the number only to thirteen: I believe 
therefore chat tlie difference in our calculations may 
be explained in the following manner. You have 
added to the firſt claſs the reading eOavegw9y ev iu 
x John I. 2, and deducted thoſe three which are 
marked No 6, 10, 11, and in this manner brought 
the number both of thoſe which compoſe the firſt. 
claſs, and of thoſe which form the ſecond and third, 


to twelve. Indeed I have no doubt, that theſe are 


the readings, which occaſion the difference in our 
calculations: for if you reckon the readings num- 
bered 6, 10, 11, in the firſt claſs, as readings that 
have been found in other manuſcripts, appearances 
at leaſt are in your favour. ' But theſe appearances, 
Sir, are deceitful, and if you examine the matter a 
little more doſely vou will find that the ſubſtance 
by no means correſponds to 'the ontward ſurface. 


Theſe three Readings are quoted in Küſters 
edition of Mill's Greek Teltament 5, 5, in the follow- 
ing manner. 


2 Pet. I. 5. emxopryionrs Deeſt 25 in Steph. ry, We- 
£v T1 mis ' cheL al. | 
2 Pet. II. 12. Te yen Deeſt yesyemnueva in Steph. 
| Wel. | 


a Pet. II. 21. ener N els r sio erisge lla. 


Steph. iy, Vel. 


Now you certainly m. , Sir, that the ab · 


breviations Wecliel. al. and Fel. do not denote 
Greek Manuſcripts: you know that the former ab- 
breviation ſignifies, that the reading, to which it 
is annexed, is among the various readings printed 


"if But Wetſtein has very properly quoted no other Greek 
authority for theſe three readings, than the Codex 
Stephani y. Even Mill and Kiilbor ove quoted no 
other Greek manuſcript. . 
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[ters 
low- 


We- 


in Wechel's edition of the Greek Teſtament, which 
was publiſhed together with the Septuagint, at 
Frankfort in 1597: and you likewiſe know, that 
the latter abbreviation lignifies that the reading, to 
which it is annexed ,, is in the collection of various 
readings, made by the-Marquis of Velez, and pub- 
liſhed by the Jeſuit De la Cerda, in his Adverſaria 
ſacra, at Lyons in 1626. Admitting therefore that 
one or more of the readings of the Codex Stephani 

are found in either of theſe two collections, are 
we to conclude that thoſe readings have been dis- 
covered in other Greek manuſcripts, beſide that 
from which they had been taken 20 Robert Ste- 


phens? Moſt certainly not. 


For, as to the various readings vintod; in We- 
chel's edition, they where copied, With a very few 
exceptions, from Stephens 's margin: the editors 
themſelves acknowledge it in their preface, nor do 
they pretend to have collated a fingle manuſcript. 
According to their own account, all the additions, 


which they have made to Stephens s collection, 


conſiſt in a few readings, which they have quoted 
from printed editions, particularly the Comptiten- 
ſian, and in ſuch as they could pick up from the notes 
of the learned 4. I have compared Wechel's margin 
with that of Stephens, throughout, the catholic 
epiſtles, and can teſtify, that the former has only 
, three readings, which are not in the latter, and 


" theſe me were taken from the Camphucoaſian 


6. Their own words in the Preface are, Ad 3 
Teſtamentum, quod attinet, exemplar Roberti Ste- 
Phani typographi regii, patris ac fili. ſecuti ſumus; 
atque varias lectiones, quae non tantum in eo exem- 


plari ex codicibus regiis collectae continebantur, ſed 


et in Complutenſi, ac in aliis editionibus, et quorun- 


dam annotationibus reperin * adjicd-curar 


vimus. 
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edition 7. Wherever Stephens had quoted one of 
the eight manuſcripts borrowed from che royal lib- 
rary in Paris, Wechel's editor quotes Codex re- 
gius: wherever Stephens had quoted a MS. not bor- 
rowed from the royal library, the latter quotes by 
the title Codex vetus, or Codex alius, and ſometimes 
vetus or alius alone: and laſtly, wherever Stephens 
had quoted a reading with the abbreviation & (Tay- 
reg), ſignifying that the reading was in all his ma- 
nuſcripts, we find the ſame reading quoted in We- 
chel's margin, as being generally in omnibus anti- 
quis exemplaribus, as if no other manuſcripts had 
been collated before 1597, than thoſe of Robert 
Stephens 5, In ſhort the margin of this editzon is a 
ſervile and even ridiculous copy of that of Stephens: 
the miſtakes which Stephens had made in regard to 


FE Namely Guo, I Pet. IT. 6. GE TOFCAMY vieay 2 Pet. III. 2, 
and xe} ken avrn 1 John I. 5. I may likewiſe add the 
obſervation made in Wechel's margin at 2 John 1, 
that the word zzAenrz has in ſome ancient copies a 
great E: in veteribus nonnullis quodam ſtudio pri- 

ma majuscula exaratum legitur.“ This learned anno- 
tation was made in conſequence of Stephens havin 
printed the word EUA IN, in his Greek edition 0 

1550, and the word Electa, in his edition of the Vul- 

gate of 1540, both with a capital E. 1 had almoſt 
forgot to add, that wherever Stephens has incloſed a 
verſe in a parentliels. the following note is viſible in 
Wechel's margin: hic verſiculus in quibusdam pa- 
rentheſi clauditur : for inſtance, James IV. 14. Fur- 
ther, there is no difference between ak two margins. 


8. Who had the conduct of this edition, no one knows, 
for the editor has not named himſelf in the Preface, 
which is printed in the name of the bookſeller, who 
publiſhed it. Some luppoſe * others Fran- 
ciscus Junius: but 1 ſuppoſe neither, for I cannot 


| ſappoſle that either of them would have acted in ſo 
puerile a manner. 
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the Complutenſian edition are faithfully retained 9, 
and his defects are very rarely ſupphed 79. Bengel 
obſerves very juſtly of this edition, novi ml neque 
praefatio promittit operis illius, neque margo ipſe 
exhibet, niſi errores **. To quote therefore both 
Stephens's . „and Wechel's margin, as dis- 
tinct evidence for one and the ſame reading, is an 
abſurdity of which I am ſurpriſed that ſo eminent. 
a critic as Mill could be guilty. For at that rate 
every reimpreſſion of Stephens's collection is an ac- 
ceſſion of freſh authority, the manuſcripts, from 
which the readings were drawn, are multplied in 
proportion to the number of the editions: and Cris- 
purgYVoegelin, Henry and Paul Stephens, etc. may 
all be admitted as independent witneſſes to the read- 
ings produced by Robert Stephens. In ſhort it will 
be difficult to know where to ſtop, for as Wechel's 
editor and others copied from R. Stephens, Curcel- 
laeus copied from Wechel's editor, others again 
from Curcellaeus, from all of whom Mill might 
have copied with as much propriety as from Wechel. 

And what renders the matter {till more extraordi- 
nary 1s, that Mill himſelf was well aware that We- 
chel's editor copied from Stephens, for ſpeaking of 
this edition he ſays 12 Ad imam partem cujusque 
paginae lectiones variantes ad marginem editionis 


9. For inſtance James III. 13. Jude 16. etc. 


10. Even at 1 John V. 7. 8. though the editor (or editors) 
pretends to have reconſulted the Complutenſian edi- 
tion, Wechel's margin exhibits no more of the varie 
ties between Stephens's text and the Complutenſian 
than the ſingle & 76 of Stephens's margin. 


11. Introductio in criſin Nov. Teſt. $. XXXIX. 3. 


12. Prolegomena & 1298. 
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are ſome few readings in Wechel's margin, which 
are not in that of Stephens: and if Mill had quoted 
thoſe only from the former, which are not in the 
latter, the quotations might have been admitted 
(all neceſſary deductions being made for blunders) 
as evidence for the text of the Complutenſian or 
ſome other printed edition 15: they would prove, 
however, nothing in regard to Greek manuſcripts. 
But where the two margins agree, as at 2 Pet. I. 5. 
to qugte Stephens and Wechel as two diſtinct au- 
thorities, is nearly the ſame as to quote Mill's 
Codex Cantabrigienſis and Wetſtein's Codex D, as 
ſeparate evidence. Beſides, if Wechel's edition is 
to be quoted for the reading emxognyyoare TH 2 Pet. 


I. 5, we may with equal reaſon quote it for all the 
other readings of the Codex Stephani ry, ſince every 


one of chem, is copied in Wechel's margin, though 
Mill has noted only this reading in . 
We may prove in this manner, that the Codex ry 
has no reading whatſoever peculiar to itſelf, and 
reduce the whole of the firſt claſs to a non - entity: 
nay, We may prove that not any one of Stephens's 
ſixteen, copies exhibited a ſingular reading, I am 
almoſt aſhamed to have ſaid fo much on ſo plain a 
ſubject: I will conclude therefore by repeating the 
alfertion , that the reading marked No 6 in the firſt 


13. The abc e of the töne Polygtot 3 likewiſe 
quoted Wechel's margin, but in general they quote it 


only where Wechel differs from Stephens. But theſe 


differences are frequently nothing more than typo- 


graphical errors. It is ahnoſt ſuperfluous to add, that 


Welſtein and Griesbach have taken na notice of this 
_ edition. 


14. For that reafon 1 am inclined to think, ont of jus- 
tice to Mill, that the. notation Wechel. al. was made 
in this inſtance through mere inadvertence. 


phani tertiae notatas etc. It is true "OO there 
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claſs has never been quoted from any other manus 


ſcript, than the Codex Stephani oy 26. 


With reſpect to the two readings, which Mill 
has quoted from the Velehan collection 26, I beg 
leave to obſerve that in the latter example Mill has 
copied Stephens's margin inaccurately *), and made 
the reading of the Codex ry agree with the Veleſian, 
when in fact they differ. Stephens's text at 2 Pet. I. 
21 is 7 emyv8ow eL tx Tis mrgadobeldyc euro 
dia Avro. As a various reading to Sm, ts 
quoted eig x4 oniow dvaxapPa from the Codices $, 
i: but from the Codex ry, is quoted enced eig 
T4 Ge The difference therefore between Ste- 
pliens's text and that of the Codex ry conſiſts in the 
inſertion of eig Tx 6nicw, after zu: but in the 
Veleſian reading this arrangement is inverted, and 
el 7% 67iow is added after #7ryv3ow: and moreover 
#715248 does not appear at all in the Veleſian read- 
ing, though Mill has quoted it. The words of De 
la Cerda *7, who alone is authority on this ſubject, 


15. Mill himſelf acknowledges it in his Prolegomena 
—_— ES n 5400 

16. Mill himfelf did not inſert the Veleſian readings in 
the body of his work, but he added them in the Ap» 
pendix. His ſecond thoughts, however, were not fo. 
good as his firſt, Kiiſter transferred them from 'the 
Appendix to their reſpective places among the various 
readings ünder the text, in which operation not a 
few blunders were committed by inſerting the abbre- 
viation Vel. in places to which it did not belong. 
Hence ſeveral eminent critics, who have truſted to 
Kiilter's edition, have quoted readings. as Veleſian, 
which do not exiſt in the original edition of them, 
publiſhed by De la Cerda. Wetſtein and Griesbach 
— very properly rejected the whole collection. 


) Wetſtein has corrected the miltake, 
17. Ad verſaria lacra, p- 142, | 


are ij nTryv27w [| addit ig rd dH] ꝛ;: and this is all 
that he ſays. . This Veleſian reading agrees there- 

. fore with the Codex i, which likewile inſerts etc 

x oniow after enryv3oy;: and the reading of the Co- 
dex ry has never been quoted from any other ma- 
a 28. 

Of the fourteen readings therefore, which com- 
poſe the firſt claſs, there remains only one, which 
can be called in queſtion. This reading conliſts in 
the omiſſion of the word yeyewmuig 2 Pet. II. 12. 
Now I acknowledge that De la Cerda *ꝰ ſays of this 
word *Delet (ſcil. Veleſius) yeyermpevs : and that 
the Veleſian reading agrees in this inſtance with 


conclude from this circumſtance ? Shall we conclude, 
that the Marquis of Velez drew this reading imme- 
diately from a Greek manuſcript, and admit his 
.quotation as evidence, that the Codex Stephani ry 
is not the only Greek manuſcript, which has this 
reading? I think not, Sir, and for the following 
1 . 

The Veleſian collection was uſhered into 
the World without proper credentials. Velez, by 
whom theſe readings were collected, did not pub- 
liſn them himſelf, but left them written in the 
margin of. a printed edition of the Greek Teſta- 
ment 30, This book tell into the hands of Mariana, 


Bas | The editors of the London' Polyglot have properly 
diſtinguiſhed this Veleſian reading from that of the 
Codex iy. 


| 19. Adverſaria ſacra, p. 142. 


— 


20. Ad Novi Teſtamenti Graeci exterioren marginem 
minio varias lectiones ſua manu — adjecerat Petrus 
Fagiardus Veleſius Marchio.“ Mariana pro edit. Vulg. 
cap. 17. Mariana's treatiſe on the Vulgate was pub- 
Lithed at Cologne in 1607: the Velehan collection 


that of the Codex Stephani . But what ſhall we 


FY 1 —_— ' ö 19 re” - 


nem 
rus 
/ulg. 
pub- 
LION 


Letter ITT. 6 


the celebrated Spaniſh hiſtorian: but by what acci - 
dent, Mariana himſelf did not know zT. Nor did 
Mariana think proper. to publiſh them, but he 
transcribed them from the margin of that copy of 
the Greek Teſtament , in which he found them 
written, in the margin of another copy, which he 
communicated to De la Cerda, who as well as him, 
ſelf was a Jeſuit 22: Oy OC III 


therefore muſt have been made ſometime before that 
year, and that it was made after the year 1550 ap- 
Poms from a discovery of Wetſtein, which LIhall pre- 
atly mention. But in what part of this interval I 
am unable to determine, as I know not in what year 
the Marquis of Velez died, for he is not mentioned in 
any biographical dictionary, nor even in Antonii Bi- 
bliotheca Hiſpana. It is probable, however, that the 
collection was made ſoon after 1550, for Mariana, who 
was himſelf born in 1537, ſpeaks of Velez, as a man 
would ſpeak of a predeceſſor. 
21. Graecum Teſtamentum, neſcio qua ons, nactus 
eram, quod Petrus Fagiardus Marchio Veleſius etc. 
Mariana Praef. in Scholia Novi Teſt. NB. Neither 
this book, nor Mariana's treatiſe on the Vulgate have 
I been able to procure: the quotations which I make 
from them, I have borrowed: from Simon Hiſt. crit. 
du texte du N. T. ch. 29. Diſſertation crit. ſur les 
MSS. du N. T. p. 11, and Wetſtein's Prolegomena 


P. 59. 


22. Dono reverentiſſimi Ioannis Marianse « e males 
noſtra habeo exemplar Novi Teſtamenti, in quo variae 
lectiones ſunt manu tranſcriptae, exceptae ex exem- 

lari, quas item manu propria adnotarat illuſtriſſimus 
archio Veleſius. De Ia da Adverſaria ſacra, cap. 
91. p. 129. — in quoting this paſſage (prol. 

p. 59) has omitted the words jexceptae ex exemplari, 

19g in order to mend De la Cerda's bad Latin. 
ut I have retained them, not only becauſe they more 
clearly aſcertain the fact, that De la Cerda was not in 
Las rg of Velez's autograph, but becauſe no man 
as a right to ſuppreſs the words cf a quoted * 


1 
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* cher to the public i in tlie year 1626, in his 

Adverſaria ſacra. A ſet of readings, with fuch an 
„is not entitled to much credit. 

2. Theſe readings have not the ſanction of any 


authority: they are all anonymous, being quoted 


without the name or mark of any manuſeript affix- 
ed to them. At all events therefore the Codex 
Stephani / is the only Greek manuſcript, that has 
ever been quoted for the omiſſion of the word Je. 
Yyewnueve, 2 Pet. II. 12. 

3. The Veleſian collection Was ih of ter 
Robert Stephens's edition of the Greek Teſtament of 
1550 was printed 24, If Velez then has a reading 


in his anonymous collection, which had been al- 


ready printed in Stephens's margin, We cannot con- 
clude that this reading, though derived originally 
by Stephens from a'Greek manuſeript, was found 
by Velez. 3 in another Greek manuſcript, ſince he 
might have copied from Stephens, The Veleſian 
collection therefore is inadmiſſible as ſeparate eyi- 
dence for a reading quoted by Stephens: and we 
might as well appeal to Canter's anonymous collec- 
tion in the eighth volume of the Antwerp Polyglot, 
where two. other . readings may be ſeen, which are 
pecubar to the Codex Stephani ry 25, and Which 
Canter undoubtedly copied from Stephens. - Wy 

4. The Veleſian readings were not only col- 
lected after the publication of Stephens' s Greek 
" Teſtament of 1550, but they were even written in 


unleſs he inſerts a line 10 nenih, that ſomething is 
omitted. 


23. Illud certe en ut variis lectionibus, gs ad 
- marginem minio adjecit, deſignaret ex quibus codici- 
bus ſingulas ſumſiſſet. Mariana pro edit vulg. ap. I7. 


24. This will appear from the following Note 26. 
4 2 Pet, II. 21, 1 John IV. 8. 
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the margin of that edition by Velez himſelf, and 

EET Ar- Mariana in another copy of that edi · 
tion 26. Mariana therefore, in making the trans- 
cript for De la Cerda, or De enen 


26. Neither Mariana has named ie particular) teal; 


in which theſe readings were written by Velez, nor 
De la Cerda the edition, in which the transcript was 
made by Mariana. Both of them, however, muſt have 
been copies of the ſame edition, otherwiſe the read- 
ings, which ſuited one text, would not have faited. 
the other, for different editions in the ſixteenth cen- 
tury contained very different texts. That this edition; 
was R. Stephens's of 1550, Wetſtein (Prol. p . 60) dis- 
covered from the following circumſtance. The words 


ara, Grrnosre I Pet. III. 11 which are''omitted in 
no Greek manuſcript, and in no edition printed be- 


fore 1550, were omitted in Stephens's edition of that 
year through an overſight. of the compolitor, which 
Stephens did-not detect. Now De la Cerda, who al- 
ways quotes the reading of the text, before the various 
reading, quotes the text reading at I Pet. III. 1 I. thus, 
a TOUnrare lei, a Jiabre wr, and, as a various 


\ reading. * opere xyagen, CnTnoorw lien xai Jeb 


ar. It is certain therefore that the text, to which 
the Veleſian reading was adapted, omitted «&y«9% gyrn 


caro, and that the collection was not made before 1550. 


It is true that in ſeveral ſubſequent editions, which 
were chiefly taken from that of Stephens of 1550, 
this typographical error remained uncorrected. : Pro- 
feſſor Porſon (p. 79 of his Letters) mentions R. Ste- 
hens's edition of 1551, Crispin's of, 1553, and the 
rankfort edition of 1601: and I have ſeen two more, 
namely . Voegelin's edition of 1595 (according to the 
title page, though. the ſubſcription is dated 1594) and 
Paul Stephens's of 1617, in which theſe words are 
ſtill omitted. But the three laſt mentioned editions 
were publiſhed too late, to have been uſed by Velez: 


and though he might have had the editions of 1551, 
and 1553, in his poſſeſſion, yet as they are only of 


the duodecimo ſize, and their margins, [mall as they 
are, were already taken up, in the one with parallel 
pallages, in the other with various readings, lie 


them for publication, may in ſome caſes have copied, 


either by accident or by deſign, readings printed 


by Stephens, in conjunction with thoſe written by 


Velez. The fact is at leaſt poſhble 27: and though 
this objection alone would be of no great weight, 


yet, when added to the preceding objection, it 


augments at leaſt the impropriety of quoting the 
Veleſian collection, in the ſtate in which we have 
it, as independent authority for a reading in Ste- 


phens's margin. 


The preceding objections would invalidate tlie 
evidence of Velez, in the preſent inſtance, even had 
he made his collection bona fide: but if the whole 
be a forgery, if theſe ſaid Veleſiàn readings are 

52 a nothing 


would not have found in them ſufficient room to 
write his various readings, which are too numerous, 
(they amount to near two thouſand) and frequently 
too long to be written in any other than a folio mar- 
gin, like that of Stephens's grand edition of 1550. 
To bring the matter to a certainty I have collated 
with the text of this edition all the text readings quo- 
ted by De la Cerda throughout the catholic epiltles. 
They amount to two hundred and twenty nine, of which 
many are very long, one in particular conſiſting of 
twenty eight words, viz at 1 John V. 13, and yet 
I have not been able to find the ſmalleſt difference 
between them, except in the particle , which the 
one has, and the other has not, at 1 Pet. II. 2; a 
difference, on which no pne probably will inſiſt, who 
does not ſuppoſe that Mariana, and De la Cerda, with 
their compolitors, were infallible. . - 9 5 


27. The very firſt Veleſian reading, which De la Cerda 
quotes, is x«Afres ſor xa>ogo: Matth. I. 23. He deſcri- 
bes it thus. 18% 1 ages & yogi Let, nel There vidi, 
xe v AH⁰ννν T0 crper dures Eupanna: in margine vero 
-x«Afous, nihil amplins. Now this is an exact 
deſcription of Stephens's text and margin at this 


1550. 
Uated 
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nothing more than readings of the Latin verſion 


translated by the Marquis himſelf into Greek, in 
order to ſnpport the Vulgate by a ſhew of Greek 
authority, it 1s abſurd in the extreme to quote the 


Veleſian readings, when the queſtion relates to Greek 


manuſcripts, That theſe readings agree in genera 
wath the Vulgate, was obſerved * Mariana > : 
and De la Cerda 29 : and for that reaſon Mariana Rs 
ſelf fays that he uſed them very cautiously. Simon 
ſpeaks of them in various places o, as being of little or 
no value: and even Mill could not avoid, on ſome 
occalions, expreſſing a ſuſpicion of their want of au- 
thenticity 3*, Le Clerc went a ſtep further, and 
alſerted, as a matter highly probable, that the 
whole collection was a mere fiction in favour of 
the Vulgate 32. This opinion was entertained alſo 


28. Vix eſt locus, in quo non conſonent mar : K 
noſtra editione Latina. — Eam ob cauſam 3 
parce et caute uſi ſumus, nec tamen prorſus rejeci 
mus. Praef. in Schol. ad Bellarm. . 


29. Magno labore comparatae ſunt a viro ſapientiſſimo, 
er emendarus Graecus textur ad normam Yulgati interpre- 
tit. Adverſ. ſacra p. 144. And p. 130, De la Cerda 
calls Velez, peritus corrector favens in omnibus Vul- 
gatae interpretationi. 


30. Particularly in the Preface to his French translation 
of the " Teſtament, and in his Note to Luke 
VIII. 36. (TO 


31. See his Notes to Luke Xl. 7. and I Cor. XV. 47. 


32. Si fuerint unquam in rerum natura ejusmodi manu- 

lcripti, fuerunt ad vulgatam verſionem reficti: ſed vo- 
riſimillimum eſt hominem Hiſpanum, Latinae verſio- 
nis cauſa, finxiſſe eas varia lectiones, quae nusguam 
erant, cum nemo praeter illum eos codices videre | 


tuerit. Art. Crit. P. III. Sect. I. cap. 18. 5. 35. 
E 5 : . 


. 


— — — S. 
: — = = = 
— — ——— — 
* 


— — — 
* ” 
|  -»—- had 
- — 2 
— . — — — K 7 
, 
6 : 
5 U 


66 Letter III. 


by Gerard of Maſtricht 33 33, and Bengel 24; and it has 
been ſo confirmed by Wetſtein 7, that Semler36, 
Griesbach 37, and other eminent exinkes of the pre- 


ſent age, e n the Veleſian readings as nothing 


more than, Lectiones e latinis codicibus 58 ep Meer 
et graecis vocabulis expreſſae. 0 


Here then I might conclude this ſubject by 
ſaying, that I had proved my point of the reading 
ryeyerm ec 2 Pet. II. 12, in the Codex Stephani ry, 
as well as of the other thirteen readings in the firſt 
claſs. But as John David Michaelis, under whoſe 
reſpectable name you will probably ſhield yourſelf, 
though you make no ſcruple at other times to differ 
From his opinion, has even in the Jaſt edition of his 


Introduction to the New Teſtament 39 retained the 


33. Prol. in Nov. Teſt. p. 47. And in his note to 1 Pet. 
III. 22, ſpeaking of a Veleſian reading in that paſſage 
he Jays, ſuſpicionem movet, iſtam Veleſi collectio- 


nem habere aliquid ſuppoſitii. 


34 Bengel's aſſertion is ſtill ſtronger, Veleſianag lectio- 
nes — non ex pluribus codicibus Graecisg 
Graecis latinizantibus quidem, quippe al qu 
crepant: v. gr. Act. I. 15, eductae: ſed plane. 
gero ipſo, ejusque ſaepe palea, ficrae ſunt. 

riſin N. T. $. XXXIX. 4. And in his note to 1 Pet. 
III. 22. Sic Veleſius, verbis his ex Latino quidem, 
Pro inſtituto ſuo manifeſto, translatis, 


35. Prol. p. 59 —6r. 1 quote none of Wetſtein's argu- 
ments, 14 every man has acceſs to them, and 
can examine them for himſelf. 


36. Wetſtenii Proleg. ed. Semileri, Not. 100. 
37. Praef. in N. T. p. 30. , 


-38. It will appear from the follow h ** we 
might inſert the word impreſfis. * ty 


39. Vol. II. p. 351 — 354, of the translation Re 
at Cambridge in d pa 


; 
( 
f 
I 
\ 
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notion that the Marquis of Velez collated Greek 
manuſcripts, I have inſtituted a very paxticular in- 
quiry into the origin of the Veleſian Readings, in 
order to obtain the ſatisfaction of removing all 
doubts, which you might entertain on this ſubject, 
nil actum reputans, ſi quid ſupereſſet agendum. 
The reſult of this, inquiry is, that the Veleſian Read- 
ings were taken, neither from Greek, nor even 
from Latin manuſcripts, but from Robert Stephens's 
edition of the Vulgate, publiſhed at Paris in 1540: 
that the object, which the Marquis of Velez had in 


view, in framing this collection of readings, was 


to ſupport, not the Vulgate in general, but the 
text of this edition in particular, wherever it varied 
from the text of Stephens's Greek Teſtament printed 
in 1550: and that with this view he translated into 
Greek the readings of the former, which varied 
from the latter, except where Stephens's Greek. 
margin ſupphed him with the readings, which he 
wanted where he had only to trauscribe and not to 
translate. The Proof of this propoſition would 
ſwell the preſent letter to a very disproportionate 
ſize: I will therefore defer it to the Appendix ſub- 
Joined to theſe letters, where I will conduct the 


proof at full length, and produce ſuch facts in its 


ſupport, as will put the matter entirely out of 
doubt. You will then be perſuaded, Sir, that the 
deeſt ee, nag in the Veleſian collection is 
nothing more than an echo of Stephens's Vulgate, 
in which, as well as in other editions of the Vul. 
gate, this Greek word is left untranslated. 
Before I dismiſs the readings of the firſt claſs, 
it will not be improper to ſay a few words, in re- 
gard to g 1 Pet. IV. 13. becauſe, though it 
has never been found in any other Greek MS: than 
the Codex ry, it is in all our common editions. The 
hiſtory of this reading is as follows, , The Comply» 
| E 3 | 
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tenſian editors, Erasmus, Colinaeus, Stephens, etc. 

have all printed z%90, which is the common read- 
ing of the Greek manuſcripts 4%; nor was x 
known in this pallage, till Robert Stephens quoted 
it from his Codex iy. During many years it re- 
mained as a marginal reading, and x&90 retained its 
original place, as may be ſeen from Paul Stephens's 
edition printed in 1617. But ſeven years after that 
period, When the text of the Greek Teſtament was 
ſettled by Elzevir, za9o was turned out of the text, 
and x&-9w; introduced in its place, by which a com- 
pliment was paid to this manuſcript, at the ex- 
penſe of ſound criticism. Griesbach, however, and 
Matthäi have reſtored to zd the place, which it 
had unjuſtly loſt. — Of the remaining readings of 
the firſt claſs, and of thoſe in the ſecond and third, 
I have nothing further to ſay, than that I have ex- 
amined the editions of Mill, Wetſtein, Griesbach, 
Matthäi, and Alter, ſeveral times, and that each 
examination has confirmed the truth of the ſtate- 
ment, which I have given at the beginning of this 
letter. But if, nothwithſtanding the care, which 
I have taken, 1 ſhould ſtill have been guilty of an 
overſight, I ſhall be ready to correct it, on the 
earlieſt notice. 


The premiſes being thus eſtabliſhed, on which 
I ground the identity of the Codex Stephani ry, and 
the Codex Vatabli, I will make the * in 
my next letter. 


Poſt |, cript. 


1 had almoſt forgotten to take notice of your 
attempt, p. 412, to reduce the number of the pe- 
ceuliar readings in the Codex ry to five, by calling 


40. Some MSS. divide the word, and read 39 b. 


in the aid of ancient fathers, and ancient verſions. 
Now, Sir, as the readings to which Stephens has 
annexed the mark ry, were taken from a Greek Ms., 
it appears to me, that, in eſtimating the probability 
or improbability of finding theſe readings again in a 
Greek MS, we have only to inquire what the Greek 
MISS. read, and that we have no concern at preſent, 
either with fathers, or verſions. If we had to eſtimate 
the probability of finding theſe readings any where, 
let the ſource be what it would, I ſhould admit the 
propriety and even the neceſlity of taking into con- 
ſideration all the ſources, from which various read- 
ings are uſually drawn. But when we have only 
to examine the probability of finding them in one 
particular ſource, it is wholly- foreign to the pur- 
pole to extend our inquiries beyond it. Nor will 
you be any gainer by taking fathers and verſions 
into the account: for ſince you multiply the nuns 
ber of the ſources, as you diminiſh the number of 
the readings, you will loſe on the one hand what 
you gain on the other. Beſides, Sir, your account 
is not quite exact, when you ſay that the Codex ry | 
has only five readings in the Catholic Epiſtles which 
have not been found any where: for it has really 
eight of this deſcription #7, Now as the number 
of the fathers, both Greek and Latin (for if you 
reckon the Latin verſion, you muſt reckon of courſe 
| ene * | 


41. Namely, thoſe which are numbered in the firſt 
. Clals: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 14. Four of them are 
contained in one ſhort chapter of one and twenty ver- 
ſes (2 Pet. I): and three of the four are in the five 
firſt verſes of that chapter. This is worthy of notice: 
for you will not eaſily meet with a MS. which in the 
ſhort compaſs of five verſes contains three readings, 
which differ from thoſe of allother manuſcripts, verſions 
and fathers. Theſe three readings alone form at leaſt 
a preſumption in favour of the identity of the ma- 
nuſcripts. 8 
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me Latin father) when added toithe B& b5: ante 


verſions makes ſo conliderable a proportion to the 


number of Greek manuſcripts, which contain the 


Catholic epiſtles: the improbability of finding in 
any given manuſcript eight readings, which have 


been discovered no where, but in the Codex 


wall not be very different from the improbability 


of finding fourteen, which have not been disco- 


vered in other Greek manuſcripts. What this im- 
probability is, you will ſee from my following 


_— I 
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That the identity of the Codex Stephani * and 


the Codex Vatabli, may be aſcertamed with ma- 
thematical preciſion, I will propoſe the following 


General Theorem, by uchi the identity of manu- 


ſeripts is determined from a comcidence in their 
Neadings. EE e ee ee e 
Ik after a collation of Greek MSS. to the amount 
of any number, Which I will call p, the readings 
A, B, C, D, &c. to the amount of a, have all 
been found in one of theſe MSS, which J will call 


N, but not one of them in any other manuſcript: 


o 


moreover if other readings A, B, T, A, &c. to tlie 


amount of #, have likewiſe been all found in the 
MS. N, but each of them in only one other manu- 
ſcript: further, if a third ſet of readings, to the 
amount of r, is contained in the MS. N, but each 


of chem in only two other manuſcripts; a fourth 


fet to the amount of s, each of which has been 
discovered in only three other manufcripts, and ſo 
on: in that caſe, if all theſe readings ſhould after- 


the reading A found in only one of them, which I 
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wards he found. in any one manuſcript, the proba- 


* bility that the manuſcript, in which they are thus 
found, is the very identical manuſcript, from which 


they had been taken, is to the chance of its being 

" CELESTE 34] ; | is &c, 

a different manuſcript as —— Itol. 
e . 


Demonſtration. alia 

When p manuſcripts have been collated, and 

; "th 

will call &, there will be on coming to the p + 1 
manuſcript, which I will call 3, only one chance 


in favour of finding the reading 4, and.p - 1 chan- 
ces againſt it. Therefore, as the whole number of 
chances is p, the probability of finding the reading 


A in the MS. 2 will be , and the improbability 
1 SY — 


| of finding it will be © 2 In like manner the pro- 


bability of finding in the MIS. J each of the other 
readings . d. B. &, ingly will be g: But if the 


probability of finding 4 ſingly be _ and of find- 


ing Þ ſingty he . the probability of finding both 


4 and 5 in the MS. 2 will be . For ſince the 


chance of finding both A and 5 is the fame as the 
chance of finding B, when 4 is already found, it 
follows. that before 4 was found, the probability 
of finding both A and B was only ſo much of the 


probability of finding. B, as is the probability of 
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finding A, that is a ph part of >> or 5 m like 


manner it may be ſhewn that the probability of 
finding 4, B, and C, is Do 6 and that of finding 
the whole ſet of readings, A,B, C, D, &c... (m), 
in the MS 2 1s =, or LY Again ſince each of the 


P. 
readings A, B, T, A, &c. has been found in the MS. 


N, and in only one other manuſcript, there will 
th 


be on coming to the p+ x manuſcript, or the MS 
2, two chances in favour of finding any one of 


theſe readings, and p—2 againſt i it. The probabil- 
ity therefore of OY any one of them lingly i in 


the MS. 2 wil be 5 and that, of finding all the 


Pd 


readings A, B, T, A, &c.... (h), will be =; By a 


mier made of reaſoning it may be ſhewn that the 
probability of 3 the third ſet of readings in 


the Ms 3. . de © 2.5 chat of finding the fourth 


ſet 5 , and 6 on. e the probability 


< finding all the - ſets in the MS. 2 will be 
0 
W 
Nc. 
will be IG Sees 
$2, p2+2+*4 3+ e. — 35 3”. ry Kc. 
4 n Se. 


, and therefore the improbahility 


Hence the ratio of the improbability to the probabil- 


\ 


the 


2 
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In this demonſtration it has nk * ſuppoſed 
that & and Q denote two different manuſcripts, an 
that they are not merely two different marks 
one and'the ſame manuſcript. But if, on this ſup- 
polition, the improbability of finding i in che MS. 3 
the readings A, B, C, D, &c. A, B, T. G, &c. is ſuc 

as we have already ſeen, it neceſſar uy follows that, 
if an on an examination of the MS. 2 theſe ſeveral ſets 
of readings ſhould really be found in it, the ſuppoſi- 
tion, from which we ſet out, is involved in this 
improbability. If cherefore theſe ſeveral ſets of 
readings be really found in the MS. 2, the proba- 
bility of its being the very ſame as the MS. N, or, in 
other Words, that & and 2 are only two different 
names of one and the ſame thing, is to the proba- 


m4n4r+$+ &. 
bility of the contrary as D — — 2 


e * 27 37 4. de. 
tO IJ, Q.E.D.. . 


to Im 2. 3r. 45. „ 
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Corollary 1. As the Aber of readings i in 
any one ſet increaſes in arithmetical progreſhon, the 
number of collated MSS. being given, the proba- 
bility of again finding thoſe readings in any one ma- 
nuſcript decreaſes in geometrical progreſſion, ,of 
which the common ratio is the firſt term. For the 
probability of finding A in the MS. 2, as appears 


from the preceding demonſiration, 1s . chat of 
finding 4 and B, = A,B, and C. — 55 „&c.: again 


che probability of finding A is — that of finding 
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Corollary 2. The probability therefore that 


| two ſuppoſed different manuſcripts are one and the 


ſame, increaſes in geometrical progreſhon, as the 


number of the readings of each ſet, in which they 


Toincide, increaſes in arithmetical progreſſion. This 
corollary immediately follows from the preceding: 


for whatever ratio expreſles the probability of not 


finding theſe ſets of readings in the MS. Q, on the 
ſuppoſition that it is not the ſame with the MS N, 
that ſame ratio' will be transferred to the ſuppoſi- 
tion itſelf, as ſoon as experience has determined, 
that the expectation founded on that ſuppoſition 
is falle. 3 
To the aer g Theorem you will probably 
or if you are a mathematician, 
es well as a critic, you will inſtantly perceive its 
truth: and if you are unable to judge for yourſelf, 
you have certainly mathematical friends, Who will 
inform you, tliat the demonſtration is founded on 
juſt primciples. I we apply this Theorem to the 
caſe in queſtion, p will denote the number of Greek 
MSS. of the Catholic Epiſtles, which have been ac- 
tually collated. Theſe amount to ninety, for Gries- 
bach's catalogue of Greek MSS. prefixed to the Ca- 
tholic Epiltles conſiſts of ſeventy two, in which 


| thoſe are not included, whach have been inſpected 


merely for 1 John V. 7, and which in the preſent 
calculation I do not reckon : Alter has collated four 
more at Vienna xx, I and in addition to theſe Matthäi 


4 1. Alter has colthted* fix" Greek MSS of the Catholic 


| Epiſtles: but I reckon only four, becauſe two of them, 


ni mely the Codex Corſendoncenſis. and Codex Cae- 
* eus, are already i in Griesbach's liſt. 


reſent 
d four 
latthäi 


>atholic 


them, 


ex Cae- 


Letter. 17. | as 


has collated fourteen at Moſcow, nite of which 
are regular MSS. of the Catholic Epiſtles, and five 
are Lectionaries. The whole number therefore; 
not including thoſe which have been examined mere- 


ly at 1 John V. 7, is ninety. We might put 


therefore p == 90: but as all the ninety have 
not been collated with equal care, and the collatord 
perhaps have not attended in all of them to thoſs 
particular paſſages; with which we are concerned, 
or ſome of the MSS. themſelves may be defective in 
thoſe places, I am ready to make all fair} allows 
ances on this account: and you, will certainly grant, 
that I ſhall make a very handſome: deduction, if 
I ſubtract 40, which is nearly one half, and put 
p == 56 only. Further, as the readings of the Co- 
dex Stephani ry mn the firſt claſs, amount to four- 
teen, and thoſe in the ſecond claſs to eight , we 
ſhall Kave m = 14, nd n = $8.' Thoſe in the 
third claſs, though they would augment the pro- 
portion, and therefore ſtrengthen my argument, T 
will at preſent not reckon, that the calculation may 
be more limple. The general exprefhon' then will 


_—_ 


: be reduced to 548 — 250 which in the preſent 


1. 25 ra 2 TOY" | 
caſe wil | be, as T have atready ſhewn, 9 a7, — I. 
Since therefore the twenty two readings of the Co- 
dex cy, which compoſe the two firſt claſſes, are really 
in the Codex Vatabli, as you yourſelf acknowledge, 
we ſhall have, according to the General Theorem, 
the following proportion; The probability chat the 
Codex Vatabli is the very ſame manuſcript, as that 


which R. Stephens quoted * the mark ry, is to the 


iP. 


2. See the Table of Readings, at the N of che 
preceding letter. 
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30 4 16 
ETD 1 1. 

72 Now the 

Log. 50 = 1.6989 7000 Log. 2 1 37734000 
Log. is 5 Ly Log: 25 '=, 2.40824009 

* Log. 11 == 34.969 10000. 
50 3 
Hence 114.20 ==. 93132 &c. to 35 places: from 


which ſum if we deduct Unity, chere will 
remain 93132 Quintillions + 257461 Quatrillions 
+ 542601 Trillions + 562499 Billions + 999999 
Millions + 999999: the ratio of which ſum to Uni- 
ty exprelles the exact probability of the identity of 
the MSS. founded merely on the twenty two read- 
gs s of the firſt and ſecond claſſes. Now if this ex- 
vely high degree of probability amounts not to 

a moral certainty, I know not what deſerves the 
name. When the chance in favour of any event is 
only that of a million to one, molt men rely on the 
certainty of its happening: but a ſingle million is 
nothing in compariſon of that ſum, whach deter- 
mines the probability in the preſent inſtance, for a 
million times a million of millions multiplied by a 
million of millions is hardly a hundred thouſandth 
wo of it. To doubt therefore, I will not ſay 


3. It is not a millionth part of it, if we take into the 
account the two readings of the third claſs: for they 
augment the ſum to more than nine fextillions. The 
former having been ſound in only three, the latter in 
only five other MSS. the general expreſſion 1 ap- 

0 4111 


plied to theſe two readings alone will be > XG 


or 103, which when multiplied into the other ſum 


—1, 
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deny, would We a degree of ſceptiaſm , which 
would bid defiance to that of Pyrrho himſelf. — 
The preceding demonſtration is a direct one: but it 
may be given in the form of a reductio ad abſurdum; 
thus. The Codex Vatabli is either the ſame as the 
Codex ry, or it is not. If it is not the ſame, it was 
morally certam J when I began to collate it, that I 
ſhould not find in it the two and twenty readings 


above mentioned, which are quoted by Stephens 


from the Codex ry. For it has been proved in the 
Demonſtration of the General Theorem that the 

144 3 
probability of not finding them was 12 8 1 ; 
to I, Which conſtitutes, as already obſerved, a mo- 
ral certainty. But I really did find them in the Co- 
dex Vatabli, as you yourſelf acknowledge. The 


| ſuppoſition therefore that the Codex Stephani oy, 


and Codex Vatabli, are difterent manuſcripts, in- 


volves an abſurdity : conſequently they are one and 
the ſame. 


Thus far I have argued only from "ERR Fl evi- 
dence. . With reſpect to the external evidence it 
will be ſufficient to ſhew , that it does not militate 
againſt the internal, for. additional proof is unne- 
ceſſary. Now the external evidence is ſo far from 
militating againſt the internal, that it agrees with 
it and confirms it. For we know that our MS. was 
in Paris, at the time when R. Stephens made his 
collations, and that it belonged to one of his inti- 
mate friends. This appears from the name of Va- 
tablus being written both at the beginning and at 
the end of the MS, in the ſame hand, and in both 
places in the ſame part of che page, namely in the 


(for you know, Sir, that ratios are added by malltt⸗ 


plying their terms) gives 9 Sextillions + 602622 Ow 
tillions + &c. 
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middle of the page, which is a place, where the tab] 
proprietors of books frequently write their names. abo 
Tou lay indeed p. 412 that every one mult inſtant- in t 
ly perceive how inſignificant a circumſtance it is, dece 
that che name of Vatablus is written in the manu- in 0 
feript.” Now, Sir, I am one of thoſe, who do grea 
not inſtantly perceive the infignificancy of this cir- the 
oumſtance: for. I conſider it as a proof that the MS. of t 
belonged to Vatablus, and that Vatablus wrote the, com 
name, which is viſible at the beginning and end of the | 
the manuſcript. Suppoſe you had met with an an- 

Gent edition of Homer or Pindar, with the name of 
Aſkew written in it, or an edition of Origen or 
Chryſoſtom, with the name of Lardner in it, would 
you not conclude that thoſe books were once in the 
_ polleſhon of Aſkew and Lardner? In like manner 
when I find a MS. of the Greek Teſtament, in which N 


is written the name of a perſon, who made ſacred nam 
criticiſm his particular profeſſion: I think it not noir 
unreaſonable to conclude, that this perſon once pos- war, 
ſeſſed the manuſcript. That any other proprietor nds 
of the MS. ſhould have written in it the name of 1 
Vatablus is highly improbable: for it is not only of ne 
difficult to conceive what end it could have anſwer- time 
ed, but it is really contrary to general cuſtom for RE 
the proprietors of books to write in them any other Step 
name, than their own. And what renders the ſup- in I 
. that the name was not written by Vata- 8 
us himſelf, ſtill more improbable, is that it is writ- 8. 
ten at the end, as well as at the beginning of the 
manuſcript, and in both Places not only in the ſame : 
hand, but in the ſame part of the page. I havs I 
lately ſeen, in the public library of the City of * 6. 
Leipzig“, a copy of R. Stephens's edition of the a 
| Tom" printed 3 Ip 1534, in which the name of Va- 7. 
5 
| 4 The book is ters munbered Bib. II. E 


\ 
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tablus is Hlewiſe written twice, and in both Places 
about the middle of the page 5. Moreover it is 
in the very ſame handwriting, unleſs my memory 
deceives me, as that in which the name is written 


in our manuſcript. To determine this fact with 


greater preciſion, I have had an engraving made of 
the name's, exactly as it is written in the firſt page 
of this copy of Stephens's Vulgate, which you may 
compare with the name in our MS. and ſee whether 
the two Un * It 1 is written Gs, 


 Vatable 612/68 th: r 


. 
Here you will 3 that the French family 
name 7 is retained, which, when Vatable became 
more celebrated as a man of learning, was after- 
wards latinized, agreeably to the faſhion of the 
times, by the alteration of the French to.the Latin 
termination, . The difference in the terminations is 
of no conſequence :;it ſhews only that Vatable ſome 
times wrote his family name, at other times la- 
tinized it, as Stephens, though he frequently wrote 
Stephanus, ſtill retained his real name, and except 
in Latin compoſitions figned himſelf R. Eſtienne. 


ti It is written in a vacant ſpace of the title page, 1 
again on the reverſe of the title · page. In both places 
it is as near to the middle of the page, as the words 
printed on the front and reverſe * the title- leaf 

permitted. 

6. The perſon, who engraved this name is Mr Geyſer, 
whole accuracy and fidelity in engravingis well known, 


7. The name of this French family'is variously written 


by — Vatable A . Ontable, Guatable, „ and 
Guatablec. 


The only queſtion to be examined is whether the 
two names are in the ſame hand- writing. If they 
are, as I really believe 8, it follows not only that 

n ac ar volt £559 the 

8. At preſent I have no doubt that they are: for ſince I 
"  Finiſhed'this letter the zeal of one of my Cambridge 
friends, whole name -I ſhould be happy to mention, 
has procured for me'unſolicited an engraving of the | 
name of Vatablus as it is written both at the beginning, th: 
and at the end of our manuſcript. It was made by ſar 
the beſt artiſt in Cheſter, and. I nnderſtand that you wi 
; J think ktiextremely likes THE OfIZHAR/ with which you thi 
had an opportunity of comparing it, before it was 
. ſent to me, as the MS. is at preſent in your hands. 
On tliis account Iam likewiſe indebted to yd ur polite- 
neſs, in permitting the req teſtect engraving to be 
made for which 1 here acknowledge my obligations. 
That the hand · writing may be immediately compared 
with that, in which the name appears in the above- 
mentioned copy of Stephens's Vulgate, I will here add 
an, impreſſion of the plate repreſenting the name, as 
written at the beginning, and at the end of our ma · 
* nuſcript, ; | LEW OY 


OO Vatably 
Vb, 


b. E. F; g f g. 4 g. 


Before a compariſon is made, it is neceſſary to obſerve, . 

_ that the name in our MS. is written on writing-paper, 
whereas in the copy of Stephens's Vulgate it is written 

on very thin printing paper: for it is written, as al- 
ready noted, on the title · page, and if you examine 
Stephens 's edition of the Vulgate, which was printed 
in 1534, yqu will and that the paper is much thinner, 


. aw ws. te 2.2 3 


1 


erve, 
aper, 
ritten 
as al- 
inted 
uner, 


che names both ĩn our MS. and this copy of Stephens's 


Vulgate were written by the ſame perſon, but that 


this perſon could be no other than Vatable, or Va- 
tablus, himſelf. For if the ſuppoſition, that the 
name of Vatablus ſhould have been twice written 
in our MS. by any other proprietor than Vatablus 
himſelf, is of itſelf improbable, that improbability 
is raiſed to a very high degree by the circumſtance, 
that this name is found in another book, in the 
ſame, hand, in the ſame part of the page, and like- 
wiſe written twice. And when we conſider that 
this other book 1s R. Stephens's edition of the Vul- 


than that, on which Stephens printed in general. In 
the latter inſtance therefore it was neceſlary to take 
off at every letter the pen from the paper, or its ex- 
treme thinneſs would have occaſioned a blot, for the 
ink evidently run in writing ther and the e, as ap- 
E from the fac- ſimile of Vatable: but in the 
ormer inſtance ſeveral letters could be written 
uno ductu without any ſuch danger. This neceſſarily 
occaſioned a mall difference, both in the form of the 
letters, and in the mode of joining them. This is the 
reaſon, why the a and the b are more open in the one 
place, than they are in the other, and likewiſe why 
at is written uno ductu in one place, but not in the 
other. As to ab, though written uno ductu in the 
place, where the name occurs for the firſt time in our 
MS., yet where it occurs for the ſecond time, it is 
evident that the two letters were no more written in 
_ continuation, than they are in the copy of Stephens's 
\ Vulgate. In both boqks, the V has exactly the ſame 
ſhape, it has a finer ſtroke on the right hand than on 
the left, and has craly-Rrokes at the top, which are 
ſomewhat thicker and longer in the one place than 
they are in the other, for no other reaſon than that 
the ink more ealily ſpread itſelf on thin, than on thick 
paper, Laſtly, in both books the lower ſtroke of the 
t is unconnected with the a, and the þ js totally un- 
connected with the 1. But even without this analyſis, 
it muſt. appear to every one at firſt ſight, that the 
names were written in both books by. the ſame perſon. 


F 
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gate printed in 1534, of which Vatablus undoubt- 
edly poſſeſſed a copy, for he read public lectures 
on the Vulgate ?, the queſtion hardly admits adoubt. 

Now a Greek MS. in the hands of Vatablus could 
not have been unknown to R. Stephens: for they 
were not only friends, but were like wiſe connected 
in their literary purſuits. When Stephens publiſhed 
His grand edition of the Vulgate in 1540 he was as- 
liſted by Vatablus, we furniſhed him with plates 
and deſcriptions of the Ark of the Covenant, the 
Temple of Solomon 79 etc. Soon after this publi- 
cation, Stephens' muſt have begun to inquire after 
Greek 'MSS. for his intended editions of the Greek 
Teſtament, becauſe his firſt edition was publiſhed 
 Im-2646;, and that he collated Greek. MSS. procured 

partly from the King's library, partly from other 

uarters, before he printed his firſt edition, appears 

om the preface to the third. If in order to invali- 
date the argument derived from the circumſtance 
that the MS. belonged to Vatablus, you ſay that it 
might have fallen into his hands after Stephens's 
collations were finiſhed, I anſwer that Vatablus died 


only four months after the publication of Stepliens's | 


firſt edition *; even therefore if the MS had fallen 


9. They were committed to writing by Bertin, a dis- 

_ + ciple and ſucceſſor of Vatablus in the Hebrew-Profellor- 

' ſhip. See R. Stephens's' Preface to his Latin Bible 

- publiſhed at Geneva in I557. Theſe lectures are print- 

ed, among other places, in the Critici ſacri. © - 

10. The firſt title - page of Stephens's Vulgate publiſhed 3 in 

1540 ends thus: His acceſlerunt ſchemata tabernaculi 

'  Moſaici et templi Salomonis, quae, praeeunte Fran- 

cisco Vatablo, Hebraicarum literarum regio profellore 

daoctiſſimo, ſumma. arte et fide expreſſa funt. The 

plates with their deſcriptions, which Vatablus com- 

municated to Stephens for this edition, Hunt to 
eighteen. 

1 I. Stephens's firſt edition of the Greek Teſtament; is dated 

7d. Novemb. 1546: and Vatablus died 16 March 1547. 


however a very improbable ſuppolition, 
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into / Kis hands during this ſhort interval, which is 
till it 
would have been known to Stephens before he 

rinted his third edition 12. The argument there- 
fore derived from the cir cumſtance chat the MS. be- 


longed to Vatablus, has its full force, Ad confirms 
the internal evidence, 2 


Wich reſpect to the name of Hautin, which i N 
lkewiſe written at the be of the MS. and, 
what is particularly to be — in a very dif- 
ferent hand from that of Vatablus, 'in a different 
part of the page, written only once, and there with 


the Chriltian name before i it Z3; if no other uſe can 


be made of it, it affords at leaſt an additional proof 
that the manuſcript was formerly in France, for 
Hautin is a well known French name, and I haye 
ver heard of any of that family who. ſettled in 
England. Whether Hautin poſſeſſed the MS. before, 
or after Vatablus, whether he lived i in Paris, or in 
any other part of F rance, I will not pretend to de- 
termine. I will only mention that there Was a 
bookſeller in Paris of the name of E autin , (or, as. 
the name is ſometimes written according to the old 
French orthography , Haultin), who was not only 


a waere of R. Stephens, but who publiſhed. 


12. Iti is certain that be rc collated the Codex «y bs; 
fore 1546: for in his edition of that year he has read- 
ings, which had never been printed in any former 
edition, but which are in this MS. and in this MS. 
alone. For inſtance, at Acts I. 5, all the editions 

Prior to thoſe of R. Stephens have gare, dart: but 
in Stephens's edition of 1546 is rie iy ri. Now 


this reading has been hitherto eee in no other 
_ MS. than the Codex 17. ; 


13. Ii is + writtep | i B. Hantio. 


Nat 
7 , 9 


N 
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in 1549 an edition of the Greek Teſtament, which 
was taken from Stephens's firſt edition 44. 


To the preceding demonſtration of the identity 
of the Codex Stephani xy and the Codex Vatabh, 
which is grounded on the coincidence of their read- 
ings, and corroborated eſpecially by the name of 
Vatablus, what arguments have you to oppoſe? 
In fact none, For the only thing, which has the 

pearance of an argument, 1s thin which you have 
founded on the ſuppoſed reading of the Codex ry 
at James V. 7., of which I have fully proved in my 
fecond letter, that it exiſts no where but in your 
own repreſentation. Even if Stephens's margin had 


given politive teſtimony to the exiſtence of this | 


| reading i in the Codex ry, ſtill it would reckon only 

as one in the balance, whereas the remaining twenty 
four would not reckon merely as twenty four; for 
it appears from the ſecond corollary to the Generdl 
Theorem, that as the readings „ in Which MSS. 
coincide, increaſe in arithmetical progreſſion, the 
probability, which they afford of the identity of 
the MSS. increaſes in geometrical prog greſſion. If 
your reading therefore were not imaginary, but 
had been actually quoted by Stephens, yet when 
its effect is compared with the remaining twenty 
four, it reſembles a drop of water in compariſon of 
the ocean. But ſince your reading is wholly mcap- 
able of defence, the demonſtration orient 1 have 
given reſts unimpaire. | 


Poſtſcript. 
As it aways ſaves trouble to argue from the 


oonceſſions made by an adverſary, and you yourſelf 
have granted p. 412. that twelve readings J Whach 


14. See Le Long Bib. Hera ed. Maſch, P. I. P. 215. 
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Have never been distovered in any other MS. than 
the Codex ry, are really in the Codex Vatabli, I 
will juſt obſerve, that the coincidence in theſe 
twelve readings alone affords a probability, as ap- 
pears from the General Theorem, of more than two 
hundred and forty four Trillions to Unity, that the 
M88. are one and the fame Even therefore if you 
ſhould object to the premiſes eſtabliſhed in the third 
letter, your objections will be totally uſeleſs: for 
the identity of the MSS. may be deduced from uw 
own conoeſhons, 


Letter V. 


| have given in my former letter ſo complete A de- 
monſtration of the identity of the MSS. in queſtion, 
that additional proof muſt appear wholly ſuper 
fluous: and we might ſafely conclude without pro- 
ducing any other documents, that if on a further 
examination of the readings quoted by Stephens 
from the Codex ry, one or more of them ſhould be 
found to vary from the Codex Vatabli, either the 
collator or the compoſitor had made a miſtake , and 
produced a copy, which reſembled not the ori- 
ginal. But ſince the Codex cy contained not only 
the Catholic Epiſtles, but likewiſe thoſe of St. Paul, 
with the Acts of the Apoſtles, and I have hitherto 
examined only the ſingular readings in the Catholic 
Epiltles, I am apprehenſive that you will entertain 
ſome doubts, whether the agreement in thoſe books, 

from which I have given no extracts, is as complete, as 
in thoſe which I have already noticed. Being will- 
ing therefore to convince yon, 'Sir, that the in- 
terence deduced from the General 'Theorem is con- 
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firmed by actual experience, I have lately procured 
through the aſſiſtance of a literary friend, on whoſe 
accuracy I can depend, a collation; firſt, of all, the 
ſingular readings of the Codex ry with the Codex 
Vatabli, in the Acts of the Apoſtles, and the Epiſtles 
of St. Paul: 2% a collation of the moſt remarkable 
readings, which Stephens has quoted in thoſe books | 
from the Codex ry in conjunction with other manu- 
ſcripts: and 3% that nothing might fail in the Ca- 
thohc Epiſtles, a collation of all the readings there 
quoted by Stephens from the Codex ry with one or 
more manuſcripts. As we have hitherto been con- 
cerned with the Catholic Epiſtles, and have already 
examined the readings quoted by Stephens from the 
Codex ry ſolely, I will enumerate the laſt men- 
tioned ſet of readings, before I examine thoſe of 


the Epiſtles of St. Pau], and the Acts of the 
4 


Catalogue of all tlie readings quoted by Stephens 
in the Catholic Epiſtles from the Codex ry, 
| conjunction with Other MSS. * | 


" / 


Stephens's text Codex iy 
Jam. III. 3 Bs | 6 3 
IV. 11 2 nf 
V. ig: derart dre xęidyre 
11 vnoutvovrg | uTopelvayrog 
1 Pet. I. 6 Avnybevres Nurν 
12 —_ | zue 


7. In the following liſt, Stephens s quotation at 1 John V. 
7. is omitted, becauſe, when the queltion is in agi- 
tation, whether Stephens's ſemicircle is rightly placed 
in that paſlage, neither you nor I, Sir, can make uſe 
of this example, without a petitio principii. 
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| Stephens's text Codex ty 
1 Pet. I. 24 av9owny urg 
> II. 2 cε bre + eig cri 
20 %oAaPiGouer %- xo\aGoueveo b monte · 
. v4 waver : Te EY 
5 III. 8 OO goes | TexrewoOgoves 
. IV. 8 zaaupu AUT: = 
= V. 10 zaragrioa dude, natagrion dds, 51- 
B oneltai, ey, ecken o9ewwoes, Ge- 
N „ Yeuehwox | . wrNiwoer 
4 12 Eeonare re 
0 2 Pet. L. 1 Zupecy , Laon 
1 8 vnelgxorres | TACT | 
f 10 Cm20Koars . | an2)doare he NA 2d 
0 Pain dudv rn | mxandv sg Ge- 
: XAJow %al exhoyyy Painy vuay Ty 
1 5 Toeio I ou „ N £6A0y1V 
in | ff mTojove 
| Il. 2 enwAda ce E8 
4 Kgiow TeTngnueves | xeiow xoAaGoperts 
; rugelv 
6 Teusg gag Topogeuy 
$ c A N, f 
10 Nh enrJuulous 
14 Nh, e 
16 T&eaQegoviay _ | F&guQMeoovny 
17 arbor, ve OCH arbor x) che. 
v no oro 
* 18 bros ano D- e auer s 
agi. rag | | 3 
— III. 2 nucgay | + oy SuTary pou) 
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Stephens s text cCodex * 
2 Pet. III. 9 zudtg b . | 
11 rv y vr ry Arg TAYTGy 
1 Jch. II. 8 uv _, | ou 
23 808 Toy nariga \ +0 ouchoyGy roy dio 
e : |. «atTov rang. x 
27 auto _ cru r | 
III. 1 A dn ene 
2 Joh. 3 ryedOw I veau 
Jud. 12 reg Oeger Ded 


Of theſe thirty four readings, there are not 
leſs than thirty three, which are contained in the 
Codex Vatabli, preciſely as Stephens has quoted 
them. The only one in which there is a variation, is 
that which is taken from 1 Pet. II. 20. where Ste- 
phens quotes from the two MSS. and ry, %o\aGc- 
pevor UToutvere, as a various reading to xD Er. 
Uroueveirse, Here the Codex Vatabli agrees with 
Stephens's quotation in reading xchα fe, inſtead 
of KONG She! but it varies in having, not vuno- 
pevere, but unoueverre. Now after the many ſtriking 
examples, which I have given m the ſecond letter, 
of the negligence of Stephens's collator, you will 
hardly think it extraordinary, that among four and 
thirty readings he ſhould be guilty of one overlight, 
eſpecially when that overlight conſiſts only in a 
fingle letter. Or if, the collator copied right from 
the MS. Stephens might copy wrong from the col- 
lation, in arranging the readings, and. adapting them 
to his text . Or if neither 6 nor his collator 


\ 


2. That hs various readings in Stephens's margin were 
not immediately printed from the ſingle parcels of 
collation, but that they underwent a previous arrange- 
ment, is too obvious to need a proof. 


r _ 
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made a miſtake 3, the letter ; may either have been 
omitted by the compolitor, or if inſerted by the 
compoſitor, may have fallen out of the preſs," acct» 
dents which inceſſantly happen in every printing 
houſe. Or laſtly, if no error has taken place either 
in copying or printing, and Stephens knew that 
uTouevers Was in the Codex c;, he may have here 
followed a plan, which he has adopted in many 


other places, and to fave himſelf the trouble of two 


quotations have annexed the mark yy to the readin 

of the MS. ;, becauſe the MSS. differed only in a 
lingle letter. This method of lumping readings 
would indeed be rejected by a Wetſtein or a Gries- 
bach: but that Stephens frequently applied it I can 
prove to you by many examples. At Mark X. 51. 
Stephens quotes PO, as a various reading to 
Pag, from all his copies of the Goſpels: yet 
his Codex æ, or Complutenſian edition reads P 
with one g. Here Stephens thought it not worth 
his while to make a ſeparate quotation for the ſake 
of a ſingle letter. At Acts XV. 29. Stephens quotes 
ual 00% py Oere iaurolts ve , tregos ja voie, 
from æ, G, and 1. Now the Codex &, or Com- 
platenhan edition, has the whole of this reading 
except ,jg˖, for which it reads moire. Yet Ste- 
phens quoted it with his other copies, to ſave him- 
felf the trouble of a ſeparate quotation. At.Acts 
XXV. 5. Stephens quotes &, $, e, 1, 4 for the inſer- 
tion of dr before ev r e rer: and it is 
probable that molt of the quoted MSS. did inſert it 
in that place. But the Codex &« inſerts it after i 7g 
ade rob: yet Stephens, to avoid the trouble of a 
repetition, quotes this copy as agreeing with the 


3. It is true that if the collator wrote vroperirs, it was a 
repetition af Stephens's text: but the words of Ste- 
phens's text are frequently repeated with the various 
readings in the margin, 


90 Letter . 


reſt. At Rev. I. 12 Stephens quotes , le, 4c for 
the inſertion of exe7 after i οονντ: now the Codex 
c inſerts sue, it is true, as well as the other two 
copies, but the inſertion is made before, not after 
zee. At Rev. III. 12. Stephens quotes j 426 
 Paiver emo v from æ, ie, i5, whereas the Codex & 
has really j *&T&/2aive & 73. In all theſe examples 
the Complutenſian edition agreed in the main with 
Stephens's other copies, and therefore as the value 
of various readings was at that time not thoroughly 
underſtood, he thought that the' more minute va- 
riations might be neglected, without injury to the 
reader. In like manner, if Stephens's collator co- 
pied xoAnGopever vrouevere from the Codex , and 
x0AaGopevcr vropeverre from the Codex ry, Stephens 
may have treated the latter, as he treated the Codex 
. — I have thus aſhgned five cauſes, which might 
have given birth to the reading in Stephens's margin 
at 1 Pet. II. 20., though vroereire, and not vnoue- 
vers, Were in the Codex y. I leave you to chuſe, 
Sir, which you think the moſt probable. You cer- 
tainly muſt chuſe one of them: for when ſo many 
cauſes might operate m producing a variation 
between the MS. and the quotation from it, I can 
hardly ſuppoſe, that you will go ſo far, as tocontend 
that the evidence. reſulting from a perfect coinci- 
dence in thirty three readings, and even from a 
coincidence in the thirty fourth, with exception to 
a lingle letter, can be deſtroyed by that ſingle letter. 
But if you really ſhould go ſo far, I ſhall contend 
that the ſecond number in your Appendix, which 
you give as a copy of Stephens's Preface to his edi- 
tion. of 1550, 1s no ſuch thing: for Stephens has 
Z:0Aomun, but you have z:Aa@aw, Stephens has 
Su but you have o:x@v, Stephens has anguſta but 
you have auguſta: and none of theſe words are 
noted in the hiſt of Errata, Where you have been ſo 
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” 


painfully exact” as to correct Phaebadius to Phoeba- 


dius, etc. If you aſſert that the general agreement 
of your copy with Stephens's original is ſufficient 


to prove, that they are one and the ſame preface, 


notwithſtanding a few. deviations, you cannot re- 


fuſe to apply the ſame principle in the caſe of the 


Codex Vatabli. — On the remaining thirty three 
rendings I have no remark to make except on that 
which is taken from 2 Pet. I. 10. Here Stephens 
quotes from the Codex ry a very long. reading con- 
liſting of not leſs than thirteen words, all of which 
are m 1 the Codex Vatabli: but. of the Word Tools 
in particular it muſt be remarked, that it has been 
converted into Too ds by the inſertion of on, 
which is written in a different hand, and on. a ra- 
ſure. Lleicus de therefore is the reading of the 
Codex Vatabli ex emendatione, not a prima manu ©, 


Having examined all the readin 2s of the Codex 
ry in the Catholic Epiſtles, I will now examine its 
ſingular readings in the Epiſiles of St. Paul. They 
amount to thirteen and are as follows. 


Table of the fi 2 readings * the Codex ry in 


the Epiſtles of St. Paul. 
Stephens's text | Readings quoted hy 
| Stephens from 
| Cod. iy alone 
Rom. VIII. 32. xogloiras v ry 
XI. 2. yag . dz. oy 
XVI. 15. Ie "Laviey. ry 


4. 1 had almoſt forgot tomention a variation in this very 
reading in reſpect to the word x. The Codex Va- 
tabli has J. rd, x«AS ive, but in Stephens's margin 
is printed di r a ty. 1 conlidered it as a falſe 

print, and therefore corrected it without further cere- 
mony : but leſt you ſhould conſider it as a variation, 
I think it my duty to mention it. 


92 Letter N. 
Stephens's text | Readings quoted by 
" n | 1 Stephens from 
| | | Cod. y alone 
x Cor. VII. 15. 65 i BY. -...- 
3 Cor. XI. 22. vol. eli; (cum nota inter- 
Vi | rTogand)oy 
Epheſ. IV. 32. 6 Oo & Xgic- Oesg ix e. ry 
e To E£xarirato : | 
Phil. III. 13. v on. oy 
1Theſſ. IV. 13. d,“ | xomnperay. ry 
x Tim. II. 6. pogrugey | uvongr. oy 
; 13. TewT05 Tear. BY 
Heb. III. 6. Befainv Bi. ry 
| IX. 15. %e%Aypevos XAngovopucs, ry 

X. 6. evdoxnoas £Q1T1TRS. BY 


Of theſe thirteen ſingular readings not one is 
contradicted by the Codex Vatabli. On the two 
laſt it has been unfortunately deprived of the power 
of giving evidence: for in the latter part of the 
Epiſtle to the Hebrews ? ſacrilegious hands, un- 
doubtedly before the MS. came into our library, 
have torn out ſeveral of its leaves 5. In the remain- 


5. Namely from Ch. VII. 20 to XI. 10. The MS. is 
likewiſe defective in the ſecond epiſtle to Timothy: 
but it is probable that this chaſm exiſted already in 

the time of Stephens, for he has no quotation from 
the Codex i in the ſecond epiſtle to Timothy, nor in 
the Epiſtle to Titus, the only two of St. Paul's epiſtles, 
in which he has not quoted it, 947g | 


6. Perhaps, before it left Paris, where malpractices of 
this kind have been more than once employed; for 
I have heard of leaves being torn out of MSS. preſer- 
ved in that city, and brought to England. You know 


= 
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ing eleven, where it does ſpeak, it loudly pro- 


claims its identity with the Codex ry, for there is 
not, a tittle N by Stephens, that is not in 
the Codex Vatabli. On one reading, however, 
I muſt make an obſervation to prevent your 
ſuppoling that there is a difference, where in fe 
there is none. At Epheſ. IV. 32, where Stephens's 
text is Ozog. & Ng £xagioxto, Stephens quotes 
from the Codex y. Ozog 6xaeioxro, without ja 
Xewg. The Codex Vatabli reads likewiſe ®zos ix · 
eioaro, Without iy Xgi5 9: but if you conſult Ste- 
phens's edition, you will find that he has place 
his figure of reference, not before Oeos, but before 
the article 0» which precedes Oed: ſo that accord- 
ing to Stephens's notation the reading Osog ẽxαανα 
To correſponds to 9 Oecg ev Xeiy 8xagioaro. Hence 
you may conclude, that the Codex / read Ozoc 
without the article: whereas I honeſtly confeſs that 
the Codex Vatabli reads ò ®zos with the article. 
Nowy, Sir, to extricate myſelf from this difficulty 
I muſt have recourſe to the old excuſe, that Ste- 
phens's mark of reference 1s placed wrong. If you 
lay, as in p. 214., that conjectures of this kind 
ought to be very ſparingly indulged againſt the 
known general accurary of Stephens's margin), I 
anſwer that in the preſent caſe it is not conjecture, 
but an indiſputable fact; for Stephens has quoted 
likewiſe the Codex & in this paſſage, which by his 
own confeſſion is the Complutenhan edition. His 
text and margin in this paſſage ſtand thus. 


the ſtory of the manuſcript thief Aymon, who robbed 
the Codex Claromontanus of five and thirty leaves, 
which he brought to Lord Oxford for ſale, who pur- 


chaſed them, and generously returned them to the 


Place, from which they had been ſtolen, | 
7. Of which I have already given abundant proof, 
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Now che Codex a or Complutenſian edition has pec 

6 > Xewos With the article, as the Codex Vatabli has mar 
6 ®ecc with the article ; : and therefore wWe have that 
proof poſitive that the mark of reference ought to mig 
have been placed, not before 5, but before Oecg. ?. the 
— With reſpect to the uſe, which may be made Pau 
of theſe ſingular readings,” in corroborating the that 
identity of the MSS., it will appear from an appli- of £ 
cation of the General Theorem, that they raiſe the | thin 
: probability to that of two hundred and . a ight have 
Octillions to no We 26d ns | | mol 
8. vou will 1 Sir, chat che words Be Wt xa Cod: 
are no part of the quotation' from the Codex ty, but in t. 
5 s own words, and therefore you will deduce tran: 
from them no n as you have done elle- and 
where from dico: c . (> PDE - * 
1 5 This was dearly ſeen by Mill and Weiſtein, who for of tl 
that reaſon RON Ret den the Cod. 7 6 Oni with the | 

the article- 5 ö 4 


10. Of the. eleven which in exiſt 5 in our MS. the ſix ä 
which are taken from Rom. XV. 2. 1 Cor. VII. 15. 

Ephel. IV. 32. 1 Tim. II. 6. 13. Heb. III. 6. are quoted ity 
by Welſtein from no other MS. than the Codex iy. 
The reading at Rom. VIII. 32. he quotes from two, that 
in Rom. XVI. 15. from three, the reading in I Thell. 
IV. g. from nine, and that in Phil. III. 13. from 
twenty four other MSS. The remaining eleventh 

reading, taken from 2 Gorg XI. 22. I cannot eſtimate, 
becauſe it has been taken into the common text, and 
therefore no MS. is quoted for it. Now as Wetſtein's 
catalogue of the MSS. of St. Paul's Epiſtles amounts to 

70, I may. fairly put p== 50, without taking the edi- 

5 tions of Matthii or Alter into the account, as I did in 
the Catholic epiſtles. The general expreſſion therefote 


| 
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The other readings of the codex ry in the 
Epiſtles. of St. Paul it is almoſt unneceſſary to exa- 
mine, for if ſuch as are peculiar- to this MS. are 
found in the Codex Vatabli, we may of courſe ex- 
pect to find in it ſuch as it has in common with 
many other manuſcripts. We have already ſeen. 
that this is true in the Catholic Epiſtles „and we 
might be certain without furtlier examination that 
the ſame was true likewiſe in the Epiſtles of St. 

Paul, eſpecially as eighteen of them are ſo common 
that they are quoted by Stephens from all his copies 
of St. Paul's epiſtles. But that I might omit no- 
thing, which could contribute to your conviction, 1 
have obtained a collation of thoſe which are the 
moſt: worthy of notice, and can aſſure you, chat 
all thoſe' which have been examined exift in the 
Codex Vatabli. For inſtance the three laſt verſes 
in the Epiſtle to the Romans are in the Codex ry 
transferred to the end of the fourteenth cliapter: 
and theſe three verſes are found in the ſame place 
in the Codex Vatabli. At 2 Cor. I. 6. the two Parts 
of the verſe are transpoſed ** in the Codex iy: and 
the ſame odor takes place in the Codex Va” 


when r to the ten readings jult er enumerated will 
50? 0 
e 147410275 — 1, that is 32 Billions . 


552033 Millions ＋ 333332. But I have already ſhewn 
that the probability of the identity of the MSS. derived 
from the ſingular readings in the Catholic Epiſtles ex- 
ceeds that of nine ſextillions to Unity. Conſequently 
the lirigutar readings in the Catholic Epiſtles added to 
thoſe in the Epiſtles 'of St. Paul afford a probability, 
which exceeds that of 28g Octillions to Unity. 4 


11. Stephens has here quoted the whole pallage by 
the Codex iy: it conliſts of not leſs than ſeventeen, 
words, and they are 'all in the Codex Van exactly. 


— anno — | 
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tabli.. At 2 Cor. VIII. 4. the: Codex ry omits J ga- 
c yung: at Col. I. 14. it omits da r ahꝭ roc avs : 
and at 1 Tim. I. J. & Xg5y. Theſe omiſſions are 
likewiſe made in the Codex Vatabli. If you think 
theſe ſpecimens not ſufficient, you may eaſily col- 
late the reſt, as the manuſcript is now in your 
It remains that I examine the Acts of the Apos- 
tles, and then I ſhall. have gone through the whole 
manuſcript, - In this book Stephens's margin fur- 
niſhes only five ſingular readings from the Codex ty, 
and theſe conſiſt only of ſingle words: but ample 
compenſation is made for this deficiency by the 
long and remarkable readings, which are quoted 
from it, in conjunction with one or more manu- 
ſcripts. For inſtance the whole verſe Ch. VIII. 37. is 
omitted in the Codex ry : and the ſame omiſſion you 
will find in the Codex Vatabh. At Ch. IX. fl. 6. it 
omits all the words beginning with oxAyzov cot, and 
ending with 6 A Tgos avroy; and all theſe words 
which amount to twenty are wanting alſo in the 
Codex Vatabli. At Ch. X. 21. the Codex ry omits 
r dme5%\ucv/a5.6m0 T3 KeogwMe. meog auTor: and this 
pallage is likewiſe omitted in the Codex Vatabli. 
Further the following words in the ninth chapter, 
Ins V. 17. megaxenma V. 18. x erm, 
V. 28. and due avigas V. 38, With Tei Ch. X. 19, 
are wanting in the Codex y: and the very ſame 
words are wanting in the Codex Vatabli. In other 
places the Codex ry has additions to Stephens's text; 
for inſtance qudv after moyroy Ch. XX. 26: Kugeln na! 
between #xxAyoia T8 and Ges Ch. XX. 28: lcd 
after Xei5ovy Ch. XXIV. 24: all which additions are 
likewiſe in our manuſcript. Laſtly the Codex i 
reads qyerys Tp Ie gan cwrygiay, inſtead of i yeige TH 
Ie an orie In Ch. XIII. 23, and TeoTAaqueve 
de ol Isdales oi — ray &yogaiuy inſtead of gu 
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j caries d of deres "I20ke nee) wool Toy 
: oy „Ch. XVII. 5: and in theſe readings, as 

© we as in the preceding the MSS. exactly agree Sy 
k Having ſhewn that the moſt remarkable of thoſs 
1— readings, which Stephens has quoted from the Co- 
IC dex iy in the Acts of the Apoſtles in conjunction 
61 with ſome other MSS. are likewiſe in the Codex 
8— Vatabli, I will now ſubjoin a table of thoſe, which 
le he has quoted from the Codex ry alone. 

1 

75 Table of the ſm Jar readings 23 of the Coder 
th in 2 fo = Kalles 8 Ly * 
4 | ' Stephens's text : * Codex 

u- Act. I. 5 Nιαντν,ẽ¶ꝝ | +. % 

is VII. 8 Sr STog. 7 

i 16 Hale EE ly 

* 31 tapas geringe. 7 * 

rds XI. 3 ors I Mw. | 


es 12. In the ding 3 zrere T6 Iran owrnelar Ch. xin 23. 
g the Codex Vatabli has ny«yer, "which the N #@cAzvoindy 
though the next ward begins with a conſonant: which 
is a mode of writing obſervable in many manuſcripts, 
though according to the orthography, which has been 
generally adopted in printed books, this N is never 

added except when a vowel follows. Stephens accord- 
ing to the common cuſtom has quoted 1yeye without 
the N: and both Mill and Wetſtein have done the ſame 
in- reſpect to the Codex Alexandrinus, and quoted 
from it 1y«ye, though like the Codex Vatabli, it rea 
has 1yayesr, When an editor therefore prints the read- 
ings of his MSS. with the orthography of his own 
text, a variation mult take place between the quota- 
ton and the original as often as the N i@Qeazuruy 18 
followed by a conſonant: but then this variation will 
make no contradiction, 5 


13. By *ſingular readings” I e 3 ſuch as 
are hogular i in * s edition. a 


G 


* 
* 
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The firſt of cheſe readings, whick- cunfiſta in 


the inſertion of gy between S and var: Acts 


I. 5. is peculiar to the Codex py, and was occaſioned 
probably by a miſtake of the copyiſt, who in tran- 
ſcribing from a manuſcript written in uncials with- 
out intervals between the words in which he found 
EBAHTfZENTAATI, after he had written Hax. 
ce, on returning to his original ſaw the termina- 


tion ev before deri and taking it for a prepoſition 


wrote sy ür. Now as this peouliar reading is 
in the Codex Vatabli it is of ſome importance in the 
| preſent inquiry. The ſecond, third and fourth read- 
- Ings appeax at firſt bebt to be of little conſequence, 
becauſe they differ from Stephens's text in only a 
ſingle letter. But we muſt recollect that an agree- 
ment in minutiae often goes a great way towards 
eſtabliſhing the identity of manuſcripts: and in 
theſe three, as well as in the firſt, the Codex Va- 
tabli agrees with Stephens's quotations 24. The 
reading Euoę in particular is worthy of notice, be- 
cauſe the Greek MSS. in general Z5 have 'Eyyos 
with a double u, and it is thus written in the Sep- 
tuagint 26. The readings grog and ? gauuaęs are leſs 
ſcarce, for Wetſtein quotes the former from eight, 
the latter from twenty manuſcripts, If we eſtimate 
the four readings juſt mentioned by our Algebraical 
Theorem, and put p == 50, the general expreſhon 


14. In the reading taken from Acts VII. 31. our MS. has 
Dada, but Stephens, as uſual, has quoted it with- 
out the N #@eAxv5ix0,, becauſe a conſonant follows. Mill 
has done the ſame in this very place in regard to the 
Codex Bezae, and quoted from it 9avuegs, though 
this MS. as well as the Codex Vatabli has Big 


15. Weiſtein quotes only three other MSS. which have 


_ | 4Epcg, and in one of thoſe a correction is made. 
16. See Gen. XXXIV., 2. 4. 5.6. 


1 0 
will become 2 i — x, or 8252. And as 
5 IX4X 9 X21 | 
we have already ſeen, that the ratio derived from ä 
the ſingular readings in the Epiſtles of St. Paul and 
the Catholic Epiſtles exceed that of 288 Octillions = 

Unity, the whole ratio derived from the readi 

quoted hy Stephens in the Acts of the Apoſtles, * 
'Epiftles of St. Paul and the Catholic Epiſtles from 
oy Codex 1 ſolely, will exceed that of two Nonil- 
lions to Unity. Laſtly, if we take into the ac- 
count the readings quoted by Stephens from the 
Codex y in conjunction with other manuſcripts, of 
which I have quoted 1 in this Letter more than fifty, 
we ſhall have a ratio fo youre; that no language 
has a term to expreſs it. * * 


1 hope „Sir, you are by this time prepared to 
hear of one contradiction between our MS. and Ste- 
phens's quotation from the Codex ry, At Acts XI. 
3. the laſt example in the preceding table, the Co- 
dex gy according to Stephens's notation omitted 
the conjunction | ors: but according to the collation 
whach I have receiv ed from Cambridge , oTl 1s not 
omitted in the Codex Vatabh. Now as the whole 
reading, in which this contradiction conſiſts, is 
compoſed only of three letters, it cannot be thought 
extraordinary that Stephens's collator ſhould over- 
look it, who in collating the Complutenſian edition 
overlooked not only whole words but whole pas- 
ſages. And the ſuppoſition that the Codex ry did 
not omit zn in this verſe is not improbable, becauſe 
we know of no Greek MS. collated either before or 
ſince the time of Stephens, that does omit it. Or as 
another or; occurs almoſt immediately before, with 
an interval of only one-line in Wetſtein's text, and 
perhaps therefore with an interval of only one ling 
in our MS. which is written in ſmall and dole cha- 

| & * 
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racters, the collator may have exchanged them, an 
accident which may very eaſily happen in coNating 
a book, which is not divided into verſes 17. Or if 
Stephens's collator was not ' guilty of an overſight, 
but really found er wanting in a MS. which he col- 
lated, the compolitor may have made a miſtake, 
and falſely ſet for che mark of ſome other MS. 
as he has certainly done in the chapter preceding 
that with which we are now concerned, namely 

in Acts X. 6., for ry 1s there printed twice *, — 
one of them is probably a miſtake for iz. No one 
therefore can allert that ry at Acts XI. 3. is not a 
miſtake for uw. Or, as it ſometimes happens 
that both. obelus and ſemicircle are falſely ſet in 
Stephens's text 25, it is not impoſhble that ors was 
incloſed betfyeen them by miſtake, , and that ſome 


17. An accident of this kind certainly happened at John 
XVI. 14. where according to Stephens's Margin the 
Complutenſian edition 2 Xupar inſtead of e- 
ral. Now the Comp). ed. reads ee, and not A- 
Bare in this verſe: but in the next verſe Nr OC- 
curs again, and zhere the Compl. ed. has really Xapf- 
„. Either the collator therefore miſtook the verſe, or 
Stephens himſelf in adapting the readings to his text: 
which of the two made the miſtake is immaterial. 


18. You yourſelf, Sir, acknowledge p. 216. that is is ſet 

 Ffallely at Apoc. XII. 2.: and I could produce many 

other examples, in which it is equally certain that 

the marks are falſe. For inſtance at Matth. X. 25. the 

Compl. ed. reads Beeage8dp with the Vulgate, in oppo- 

ſition to all the Greek MSS. which have univerſally 

Berg gn. Here Stephens ſhould have quoted Beeage- 

ug. a. inſtead of which he has quoted Beeage;38p, 6. 

„Here therefore þ is falſely ſet for «. At other times « 

is (et falſely £ for g, as at John XXI. 14, ſometimes it 

is Iſet falſely for u, as at Matth. XXVI. 60. etc. See 

the Poſtſcript to the ſixth Letter, where the cauſe of 
ſuch miſtakes is aſſigned. 5 


29. See Profeſſor as fourth Letter, p. 80. 91. 
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other word was intended. Whether this explana- 
tion be applicable or not, depends on the queſtion 


whether the Codex Vatabli omits any of the adjacent 


words, Agyovres for inſtance, like the Codex Baſil. 
B. 20. It is now too late for me to make the in- 
quiry, becauſe our manuſcript has been ſent out 
of the precincts of the Univerſity. But as it is de- 


poſited in your hands, you will be belt able to de- 


termine, which of the four ſolutions is the moſt 
eligible. If you reject them all, without giving a 
better, I ſhall maintain that the fifth number in 
your Appendix, which you call The Preface to 
the Bible of Complutum,” is not one and the lame 
preface, with that which you had before produced 
under this title, for in your laſt edition you have 
the prepoſition ex before apoſtolica, but in the 


former editions you have apoſtolica without ex. 


This would afford juſt as good a proof of the non 
identity of your prefacgs, as the difference in the- 
word ors would afford of the non - identity of the 
Codex Stephani and the Codex Vatabli: for as eaſily 
as you overlooked ex, might Stephens's collator over- 
look &i: or as eaſily as your compoſitor printed apos- 
ſtolica inſtead of ex apoſtolica ſo ealily might Ste- 
phens's compolitor ſet ry by miſtake for the mark of 
ſome other manuſcript 29, Whoever therefore ſhould 


20. Pag. 307 of your laſt edition you quote xi 76 «iu 
1 John. V. 8. from the Compl. edinon but in your for- 
mer editions you quote xai without 28: yet this 

difference will not prove that you copied from different 
editions. In Brylinger's edition of the Greek Teſta- 
ment printed in 1546. the prep. d before rd & is omit - 
ted 1 John V. 8: yet Brylinger certainly copied from 
Erasmus. In the Critici ſacri (at leaſt in the Francfort 
edition which I have no\v before me) where Erasmus“ 
Note to 1 John V. 7. 8. is printed, the words ai zeci 
uu are omitted in the tranſcript from the Codex Bri- 
tanicus, in addition to % and t, which Erasmus 
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attempt to oppcle this fingle contradiction to the 
general agreement of the MSS, and contend that the 


evidence for their identity was deſtroyed, or even 
_- weakened by this example, would make an effort 
as feeble and as abſurd, as he who endeavoured to 


counterpoiſe the weight 3 in one ſcale by the duſt, 
which adhered to the other. Even if the contra- 
dictions amounted to eight in an hundred, they 


would not deſtroy the evidence on the other hide, 


us you will ſee from my next letter, 


» 
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| 'The evidence for the identity of the Codex Vatabli 
and the Codex Stephani ry being now cloſed, it re- 
mains only that I convince you of what I have al- 


ready attempted in various parts of the preceding 
letters, that, when the queſtion in agitation, whe- 
ther two ſuppoſed different MSS. are one and the 
ſame, a few variations between the quotations from 


himſelf had omitted, We in the Note, but not in 
the text. Yet notwithſtanding this difference the edi- 
tox of the Critici ſacri certainly copied from Erasmus. 
Chis example may be likewiſe applied, to ſhew the 
weaknels of the argument, on which you ground the 
non · identity of the Dublin MS. and the Codex Bri- 
tannicus). Laſtly that you may not ſuppoſe I intend 
to conceal my own blunders, you will find on turning 
to my Notes to Michaelis's Introduction Vol. II. p. 752 
a tranſcript from the Comp. edition at 1 John V. 7. 
with nd oe dH eier, whereas the Comp. edition has 
really 76 A, True, But this difference does not 
prove that 1 did not copy from the Comp. edition: it 
proves only that I either copied or printed wrong, and 
that I did not detect the miſtake, till it was too late 
to recall it. All theſe examples I have purpoſely ſe- 

| lected ſrom the lingle er V. 7. 8. 


e , Abo eo ei 


bli 


le- 
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the one and the readings of the other, cannot pos- 
ſibly deſtroy the evidence, which is afforded by a 


general and remarkable ſimilarity between them. 


Now. as you have not attempted to produce more 
than one: contradiction between the Codex Vatabli 
and Stephens's quotations from the Codex iy, but 
im another part of your Letters * have produced 
what you call many contradictions between the 
readings aſcribed in Stephens's margin to his MSS. - 
marked yy, 0, e, 5, C, 1, 4, i, and choſe which are 
ſuppoſed to correſpond to them in the royal library 
in Paris, I will examine at preſent the importance 
or unimportance of theſe many contradictions; be- 
cauſe if I can ſhew that you have proved nothing 

in the one caſe, it will follow a fortiori that you 
have proved nothing in the other. And I ſhall de- 
rive this additional advantage from the inquiry that 
if on a future examination of the Codex, Vatabli 
you ſhould discover other variations 2 between the 


1. Pag. 220 — 241. N 


2. All che readings, both common and uncommon, 


which Stephens has quoted from the Codex i in the 
Catholic Epiſtles, have been already produced in the 
ſecond and fifth letters. Here therefore no inquiry 
. whatſoever remains to be made. Further all the read- 
ings, which Stephens has quoted from the Codex uz 
ſolely, throughout the Acts of the Apoſtles and. the 
- Epiſtles of St. Paul, have been examined in the fifth 
letter. On the ſingular readings therefore, which are 
by far the moſt important, no further queſtion re- 
mains to be aſked throughout the whole manuſcript. 
Laſtly, as I have conſidered - alſo the moſt remaxkable 
' readings, which are quoted by Stephens. from the Co- 
dex i in conjunction with other MSS., in the Acts of 
the Apoſtles, and the Epiſtles of St. Paul, there re- 
main for future examination only ſach readings as are 
of little or no conſequence : : eſpecially as two and thirty 
of thoſe, of which I have received no collation are 
not aſcribed. in Stephens's margin to the Codex in 


— 
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readings of this MS. nd thoſe which are aſcribed to 


the Codex. ry in Stephens's margin, I ſhall have al- 
ready anſwered your objections, and thus ſave 


myſelf the trouble of a reply : whereas if I confined 
the inquiry to one or two contradictions, and you 


ſhould be able to point out only%one more, you 
would aſſert, that this ſingle reading rendered my 
whole argument ineffective.” | | 


As a particular examination of the examples, 
Which you have quoted p. 220 — 241, to prove 
the non - identity of the eight MSS. juſt mentioned 
and thoſe in the Paris Library, would ſwell this 
letter to a disproportionate ſize, I ſhall defer it to the 
Appendix, where it will appear chat your collation 
is replete with errors of almoſt every denomination. 
Moreover you have totally, neglected to make a 
-compariſon between the number of the contra- 
dictions, and the whole number of the quoted 
readings: : and yet without this compariſon no con- 


cluſion whatſoever can be drawn, for unleſs we 


know the proportion, which the former bears to 
the latter, we cannot determine whether the contra- 
dictions are many or few, becauſe theſe terms are 
merely relative. I Will make this compariſon there- 
fore in the caſe of two of the eight MSS. and what 
is obſerved of theſe will be eppticabls to the reſt. 

In your attempt to prove that the Codex Stephani à 
is not the ſame as ih; Codex * 102, you have 


particular, but are quoted FA the general and vague 
notation . As the MS. is now lodged in your hands, 
I have no doubt that you. will discover whatever con- 
tradictions are to be discovered, and perhaps more: 
but this, Sir, I can tell you beforehand that if you 
ſhould discover a dozen, they will not affect the de- 
monſtration, which I have given in the two laſt let- 


ters, as you will clearly los, „when row! have read the 


prone. 


. 
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8 nine examples, in ada according to 
your ſtatement, the readings aſcribed by Stephens 
to the, former, differ from the readings of the lat- 
ter: and you have quoted five more, in which you. 
ſay that the latter differs from all Stephens's manu- 
ſcripts. But as the Codex $ is quoted by Stephens 
— five and fix hundred times 3, fourteen ex- 
amples of disagreement between his quotations and 
your own are really few, conſidering the numerous 
cauſes, which are and muſt be productive of error, 
and conſequently of contradiction between the ex- 
tracts made by different perſons from the ſame ma- 
nuſcript. Again, in your attempt to prove the 
non- identity of the Codex Stephani y and the Codex 
Regius 62, you have produced five examples, in 
which, according to your ſtatement, the readings 


of the latter differ from thoſe, which are aſcribed in 


Stephens's margin to the former: and you have 
quoted four examples to ſhew that the Codex Re- 
gius 62 is not any one of Stephens's manuſcripts. 
But che Codex n is quoted between three and four 
hundred times in Stephens's margin, excluſively of 


thoſe places, where it is comprehended under x. or 


zv, Which in the four Gospels occurs ſeventy 
eight times. Nine contradictions therefore in re- 
gard to this MS. are few, in compariſon of the 
whole number of quotations. In order to deter- 
mine the exact proportion, which the number of 
contradictions between the quotations in Stephens's 
margin and, the MSS. from which thoſe quotations 
are beloved to have been taken, may bear to the 


3. It is quoted i in . four bode and fixty fix 
times, beſide the places, where it is included under 
*. or e rde, which appears in Stephens's margin an 
hundred and thirteen times, namely in the Gospels. 

the Acts, and the Epiſtles, all which books were con- 
tained in the MS. 3. | 


| 

| 
| 

| 
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is quoted by the mark & four hundred and fixty 


— 


whole — of quointions , without daſiroying 
the evidence derived from the examples of coinci- 
dence, I have taken the pains to compare with the 
Complutenſian edition all Stephens's quotations 
from it, throughout the whole New Teſtament. It 


five times, and in an hundred and thirteen places 
more it is quoted in conjunction with all Stephens's 
MSS. The whole number of quotations therefore 
from the Compl. ed. is five hundred and ſeventy 


eight ?: among which there are not leſs than forty 
eight, which are falſe: or, in other words, there 


are forty eight readings aſcribed in Stephens' s mar- 
gin to the Codex «, which contradict, and that 
too materially in ſeveral places, the readings of the 
Complutenſian edition. Fourteen examples of con- 
tradiction therefore in the caſe of the Codex 3, 
which is quoted in Stephens's margin as often as 
the Complutenſian edition, or nine examples of 
contradiction in the caſe of the Codex y, which is 
quoted above four hundred times, are a mere no- 


© thing, bn you may lee more clearly the inſigni- 


4. That is, not with all the bfteen, but in the Gospels 
with all the MSS. which contained the Gospels, in 

St. Paul's Epiſtles with all the MSS. which contained 
the Epiſtles, etc. and which had no defect in the quo- 
ted places. 


5. According to Mill the whole number is five hundred 
and ninety eight, which he expreſſes (Prol, F. 1226) in 
Roman numerals thus DXC VIII. Now it is not im- 

probable that Mill in the capy which he ſent to the 
preſs wrote 578 in Arabic numerals, and that the 
compoſitor took the 7 tor a 9. Whether the number 
be really 598 or only 578, LI leave to be determined 
by thoſe, who chuſe to undertake the pleaſing taſk of 
counting them again. I certainly ſhall mot, as it is of 
little con ſequence whether they are ſix n or 

twenty lels than ſix hundred. | 


Seer 


„% e. Ss wens 


©S 2 


> ficancy of your bene , I will repreſent theſe forty 
eight contradictions exactly as you have repreſented 
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the contradictions between the Paris MSS. and Ste- 
phens' s margin, and will draw out a proof, in your 
own manner, that 'the Codex Stephani & is not the 


Complutenſian edition. For 


1. The Compl. ed. reads 201g Zuvcret Matth. VI. 
24. without any word between säelg and Juvara: 


but the Codex & inſerted: olxẽ rn between them, as 
R. Stephens has ſpecially informed us. 


2. The Compl. ed. reads moAAGy eulouag- 
2  weooeborrov, & evgov v5egor Matth. XXVI. 
but R. Stephens has particularly noted that his 
. & read the paſſage thus, mo\\@v g e νοννν 


Weodouagrigus 5 Leegov, where the words were trans- 
poled and ax evgoy omitted. 


2 The Compl. ed. reads ade\Qolt | us Matth. 
10.: but R. Stephens has ſpecially infor- 
med us that his Codex « read ur ps in that 
lace. 
of 4. The Comp). ed. reads ovex Powhuoon Mark 
VII. 26.: but K. Stephens has — us that his 
Codex a read oven Qcivoon, 
5. The Comp, edition reads ug Mark VIII. 
2.: but R. Stephens has expreſsly declared that all 
his copies, except the MS. y, read y | ue 
..+ 6. The: Compl. ed. reads xa dn Tic ewe vg 
e ανον,u i John VIII. 9.: but R. Stephens has di- 
rectly affirmed that all hole words were wanting 


in his Codex &, 


7. The Compl. ed. reads Aera John XVI. 


| 14.: Jab R. Stephens aſſures us > that has Codex & 


read here Mauaves. «. 
8. The Compl. ed. reads rr T6v Agyov J ohn 
XIX. 13.: whereas we have the authority of R. 


Stephens, for che aſſertion „ that the Codex a had 
rr rd AC. 
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_ The Comp. ed. reads Sc ad Didevs tarot; 
yhreo9a irigois pr Torre Acts XV. 29.: but R. Ste- 
phens has ſpecially remarked that his Codex & had 
not Troieire, but r,. 

10. K. Stephens affirms that his Codex & inſert- 
ed xa} Tagaccovres after ouAgorres Acts XVII. 13.: 
but the Compl. ed. has no ſuch inſertion. 

11. R. Stephens declares that his Codex a in- 
ſerted d ron after 85)» Acts XXV. 5. : the Compl. 
ed. on the 3 inlerts arorov after T8Ty four 
words follo 


12. R. —— hens has ſpecially. remarked that 


= Codex @ inſerted" luc; before xgives Rom. II. 
but the Compl. 1 has not xgſur in the whole 


— 
13. R. Stephens has particularly noted that his 


Codex's read yo; after  UTNx80RTe Phil. IL 12.: but 
the Compl. ed. reads u, in the genitive. 

14. The Compl. ed. reads magyrioavro un gg 
Te9iva Heb. XII. 19.: but R. Stephens has ſpegially 


informed us that his Codex & read the 3 with - 
Out un. 


un ev vulv, Sertarw James III. 13: but R. Stephens 
has aſſured us that the Codex & had ei; * N 


eM, Jeg, Without ev d. 
16. KR. Stephens has partigularly obſerved that 


Tas Codex & inſerted Th aol xa! T7 magavouia af 
ter Togevoſaevor Jud. 16: but not one of thele five 


words is inſerted in the Compl. edition. 
17. The Compl. ed. reads ac leg Apoc. 


I. 6.: but the Codex ce, as R. Stephens has et 


read [aoMeiay ual lege lg. 


18. The Compl. ed. has eva before ene5gayu 


Apoc. I. 12.: but R. Stephens has ſpecially — 
ed that his Codex & had exa before Acme. 


15. The Compl. ed. reads tri rods u £715» 
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19. 6. N Stephens affirms that his Codex a read 
ev „EO before #xxAyolas Apoc. II. I.: but the 
Compl. ed. reads 'EQzop without a prepoſition, nor 
is Etc before, as in the Codex a, but after * 


KAngias. 
20. The Compl. ed. reads ey dig Apoc. I. 13. 


like R. Stephens's text: but R. Stephens has parti- 


cularly informed us that his Codex & read & dis, Withs 


out a prepolition | 
21. R. Stephens affirms that bis Ono a reg 


auen Aeg before a Apooe. III. 2. but the 
1 ed. does not read ius in that place. 


. The Compl. ed. reads x! 1z808%; %oal 7 
Apoc. "IH. 3-: but theſe four words were toi Hy | 
omitted in the Codex a, as K. Stephens has 8 
informed us. 


23. R. Stephens 15 particularly noted that his 
2 &, read amo Tz after ar ra Get Apoc. III. 
: but the Compl. ed. reads & 73. 


24. K. Stephens affirms that his Codex & read 
xa &, thus in two words, at Apoc. IV. g.: but 
the Compl. ed. reads x&Jey in one word. 


25. R. Stephens aſſerts] that his Codex u read 
Tmexta Apoc. VI:{10.: bis ho Gale L ed. has the 
verb in the 3 perl. pl. and reads 5 IG 

26. R. Stephens has ſpecially noted that his 
Codex a inſerted oy after oem Apoc. VI. 12.: 
but the. Compl. ed. reads oeAjm Fyarero, without 
oAn. 

27. The Compl. od, reads i Tceevoy Apoc. VL 
14.: but R. Stephens has NT. us _ his Co- 
dex & read &\;oo9 evo. 

28. The Compl. ed. reads en} nay FOR Apo: 
VII. 1.: but R. Stephens has particularly noted that 
his Codex a had in n in the EI 
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29. The thank ed. reads evwmioy 73 feos s 
Apoo. VII. 11. without any word between beove 
and srl: but we are aſſured by R. ö chat his 
Codex & inſerted durꝭ after %% . 


30. R. Stephens affirms that his Codex & read 
Evgnowoi Apoc. IX. 6.: but the Compl. ed. reads 
Even: 10801 in the Indicative. | 


31. The Compl. 4 reads ul 6 cee Apoa 
XI. 17. : but we are aſſured by R. 0 that his 
Codex æ omitted theſe words. FERN 39 4 


32, R. Stephens affirms that his Codex 4 omit- 
ted a after 1 5 * Apoc. XIII. 11. : but the Compl. 
ed. reads very legibly bo after z«gars, 


33. R. Stephens has particularly Ra that 
his Codex @ omitted the conjunction N, between 
zuscvos &uT8, and & TE Xagxyparog auvry Apoc. XV. 
2. and has made no other obſervation on his Codex 
& in that verſe: the Compl. ed. on the contrary re- 
tains zal, and omits Ex rd yaguyuaTos aul. 


34. The Comp. ed. reads xAaiso; x Alder 


Apoc. XVIII. II.: but we have the exprels. teſti- 
mony of R. Stephens that his Codex a in that Fs, 
read KAQUOT8TL %al. , w.- 5 


Further, be it remarked, that, 


. The Compl. ed. reads EXQTOVTACN W. ». Match. 
vm. 13.: but R. Stephens afhrms that all his Co- 
pies, which contained the Gospels, read, ;ExG,79)- 
n * 

36. The Compl. ed. reads &@ewvras oo! P cg 
Tia; Matth. IX. a.: but R. Stephens teſtifies that all 
his Copies of the Gospels, inſtead of 00} Nenn _ 
ra, read o in the mare, * 


E. 
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Ws. The Compl. ed. reads evevev Matth. XIII. 
33;: inſtead of which R. Stephens aſſures us that 
all his Copies of the Gospels read txguev. 


38. The Compl. ed. reads #n} 76y Matth. xym. 
6.: but R. Stephens has ſpecially informed us that 


all his Copies of the Gospels ſubſtituted a for nl. 
309. R. Stephens aſſures us that all the Copies 


of the Gospels, which he uſed, read yi; with & 


mark of interrogation, at Matth. XXVI. 55. : but 
in the Compl. ed. there is no mark of i interrogation. 


W Stephens has particularly noted that all | 
his Copies of the Gospels had Pay} inſtead. of 
TR the reading of his own text, at Mark X. 


51.: but the Compl. ed. has Pau, with a ſingle g. 


47. The Compl. ed. has dαονν with a full an 
after i it, like Stephens's own text, at Mark XV. 31. 
but R. Stephens teſtifies that all his Copies of the 
Gospels read owoa; With a mark of i interrogation. * 


42. The Compl. ed. reads Aeyey autos John. II. 

but R. Stephens has ſpecially, remarked that 
al his Copies of the Gospels 2 * after 
. 17 

43. R. Stephens affirms that all his Copies of 
the Gospels rejected x&Aw John VI. 13˙1 but i in the 
Compl. ed. T&y is not rejected. \- 


44. The Comp. ed. has the three laſt 6 of 
Rom. XVI. in the place where they are uſually 
printed in the editions of the Greek Teſtament: but 
R. Stephens has declared in expreſs terms chat all 
his Copies of St. Paul's Epiſtles transferred theſe 
three verſes to the end of — fourteenth chapter. 


45. The Compl. ed. reads TWET RAPE: To Aorrov 
&51y f ive, at 1 Cor. VII. 29. agreeing with Stephens's 


nn» Leiter VL 


text both in the words and in the punctuation: 
whereas R. Stephens has ſpecially informed us, that 
none of his Copies of St. Paul's Epiſtles had the 
ſame punctuation with his own text, but that they 
all pointed the paſlage thus, ovwesakumcs To Aomoy 
sc, ba. 1 eee 

46. R. Stephens affirms that all his Copies of 
St. Paul's Epiſtles read ud inſtead of qu 2 Cor. 
VIII. 19:: but the Compl. ed. reads vugy and not 
44177. R. Stephens affirms chat all his Copies of 
St. Paul's Epiſtles read duas in the place of yucs 
1 Theſſ. IV. g.: but the Compl. ed. has zug, and 
not yung. | — | | 


48. Laſtly, the Compl. ed. reads & Sud Beua- | 


ply Juden xi £oDeaywpiro Apoc. VII. g.: but 
R. Stephens expreſsly declares, that none of his Copies 
of the Apocalypſe had eoPexyopia, either after 
PA Ne Ver. 5, or in any of the follow- 
, , B 

| Now, Sir, if you compare the preceding ca- 
talogue of contradictions with thoſe, which accord- 
ing to your repreſentation exiſt between the MSS. 
numbered in the royal hbrary in Paris, 84, 102, 
112, 72, 47, 49, 62, 102, 237, and the MSS. noted 
by Stephens'y, J, e, 5, C. u. 6; ie, you will find that 
the advantage is in every reſpect on my fide. » For 
in your whole catalogue you have only an hundred 
and thirty one examples, which divided among 
nine MSS. will give on an average only fourteen 


* 
38 . f 4 1 
1 
* 


8. You examined nine MSS. in Paris, though you com- 
pared them only with eight of R. Stephens, becauſe 
it has been doubted whether the Codex Stephani g is 
now marked 47 or 49, the numbers having been al- 
| tered lince the time of Le Long, which in regard to 

this MS. has created no {mall confuſion, © + 


© — — nee th wn a. an is woe. 


Letter V1. | 113 
12 w each 7, whereas I have produced forty eight con- 


at tradictions between the Codex Stephani « and the 
ne Complutenſian edition. In point of number there- 
ey fore I have greatly the advantage. 2% A conſider- 
roy able number of your examples are mere inferences 
from Stephens's ſilence, ' whereas among the forty 
of eight Which I have given, there is not one, in 
r. Which Stephens has not poſitively quoted his Co- 
Ot dex a 5. If I had argued on your principles, I could 
have produced, in addition to thoſe, which I have 
of already quoted, 'eighty {ſeven contradictions be- 
22 tween the Codex a and the Compl. ed. in the Catho- 
nd licEpiltles alone 9, and in the wliole N. T. upwards 
of ſeven hundred . 3% In conſequence of a great 
= 7. From ſome you have produced more, from others 
| [leſs than fonrteen. The greateſt number, which you 
* have quoted is in the cale of the Codex Stephani 46, 
ter where you have given a catalogue of twenty two con- 
W- tradictions. But unfortunately all the twenty two are 


good for nothing: for eight of them are abſolutely 
falſe, nine more prove directly againſt yourſelf, three 
others prove nothing, and the remaining two contra- 
dict Wetſtein's quotations from the MS. 237, and there. 
ore are at leaſt doubtful. 17 a 
$. That is, according to your language p. 243. The 
Compl. edition differs from forty eight particular read- 
ings {ſpecifically noted and recorded of the Codex : 
which you lay is the ſtrongeſt of all proofs in a caſe 
like this.” Yet you. yourſelf myſt acknowledge that 
this ſtrongeſt of all, proofs proves, in this caſe, nothing. 
9. The Compl. text varies. from the text of Stephens's 
edition in an hundred and fifteen places in the Catho- 
lic Epiſtles, yet Stephens has quoted the Codex a only 
twenty eight times; cgnſequently he has left eighty 
ſeven unnoticed, in which, (to uſe, your own lan- 
guage p. 243) the Compl. edition refuſes to coaleſce, 
either with the text or with the margin of R. Stephens. 
10. See Mill Prol. C 1226 and 1472.. To theſe might 
have been added the readings, which Stephens's mar- 
gin exhibits either inaccurately or imperfeeily, as as 


1 
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variety of inaccuracies, which you will find parti- 
cularly ſpecified in the Appendix, your catalogue 
of an hundred and thirty one contradictions will be 
reduced to leſs than half, and will leave on an aver- 
age hardly ſeven to onh manuſcript **. The con- 
tradictions therefore, which I have produced bet- 
ween the Codex Stephani & and the Compl. edition 


would afford a proof of their non - identity conlider- * 


ably ſtronger than your proof of the mon · identity 
of the MSS. borrowed by Stephens from the library 
of the King of France, and thoſe which Le Lon 

discovered in that library. - But as Stephens himſelF 
has declared £2 that the mark a denotes the Com- 
plutenſian edition, theſe forty eight contradictions 
can prove nothing more, than that Stephens, or his 
collator, or his compoſitor, made forty eight. mis- 
takes in regard to the quotations from the Complu- 
tenſian edition. But if forty eight contradictions 
| between the readings aſcribed in Stephens's margin 
to a given manuſcript, and that which is believed 
to correſpond to it, cannot prove their non - identity, 
it is uſeleſs to exlübit a proof, Which i 18 grounded 
only on a dozen. 


I hope, Sir, you are by this time nes PROP) 
that, one rn a W e hve readings 


Matth. X. 28. XI. 16. Mark X. 2. Luke XII. 7. Acts 
XXIV. 7. Rom. VIII. x1. XV. 2. XVI. 27, and in 
many other places, which I have not reckoned in the 
preceding catalogue, becauſe in ſuch examples Ste- 
phene's margin does not directly contradict the Compl. 
edition, but only gives am imperfect repreſentation of 
it, as it does of the Codex ꝙ at James V. 7. 


1. It will appear in the Appendix that the greateſt part 
of your examples are either . or oy nothing, 
or prove againlt yourſelf, 


2. Pref. to his ed. ef 1550. 
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' "will not deſtroy the evidence, which is afforded by 
a coincidence in the remaining twenty four; and 
that as the Codex Vatabli by your own confeſſion 
contains twenty four out of the twenty five ſingular 


readings quoted by Stephens from hig Codex ry in 


the Catholic Epiſtles, the demonſtration, which I 
have given of their identity in the fourth Letter, 
would not be affected, even if the reading which 
you ſuppoſe to have exiſted in the Codex ty at 
James V. . had really been aſcribed to it in Stephens's 
margin. Nay, if fifteen readings aſcribed in Ste- 
phens's to the Codex y differed from thoſe of the 
Codex Vatabli, they would afford no proof of the 
non - identity of the manuſcripts: for the Codex xy 
is quoted on the whole an hundred and eigthy two 
times in Stephens's margin: which bears the ſame 
proportion to fifteen, as five hundred and ſeventy 
eight, which is the whole number of the quota- 
tions from the Codex a, to forty eight, the number 
of the bontradictions. But if fifteen coritradictions 
cannot prove the non » identity of the Codex Ste- 
phani y and the Codex Vatabli, theſe contra- 
dictions, if they really exiſted, would not deſtroy 
the proof which I have given of their identity. Per- 
haps you will object, that the caſe of the Codex ry 
is not parallel to that of the Codex a, becauſe Ste- 
phens has aſſured us that the latter denotes the Compl. 
edition, whereas we are left to gather the identity 
of che former from a coincidence of its readings: 
that how frequently ſoever the readings aſcribed by 
Stephens to the Codex & differ from thoſe of the 
Compl. edition, the identity cannot be deſtroyed, be- 
cauſe we know for certain that they are one and the 
ſame, and conſequently that all theſe contradictions 


| aroſe from the {inaccuracy of the collator or of the 


printer : but that, where this previous knowledge of 
identity fails, we are guilty of a petitio prancipy, 
„ N 
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if we explain contradictions in this manner, becauſe 
the identity mult be known, before that explanation 
is admiſſible *3, To this objection. I anſwer that 
the caſes are only ſo far diſhmilar, that we acquire 
our knowlegge of the identity of the MSS. by dif- 
ferent means, but that our knowledge is as cer! 


tain 74 in the one caſe as in the other; and more» 
over that this certain knowledge may be acquired in 


the latter caſe, as well as in the former, even befors 
the.contradictions are taken into conſideration. Let 
us have recourſe to the General Theorem explained in 
the fourth Letter: where m+n +r+5s + &c. de- 
note the number of readings, which had been quo- 
ted from the MS. N, and which are found in the 
MS. 3. We will ſuppoſe at preſent, that beſide 
theſe examples of coincidence ſeveral readings have 
been quoted as thoſe of the MS. N, which are not 
found 3 in the MS. 2, and that the number of them 


13. In my diſſertation on the identity of the Codex Ste- 
hani g and the Codex Bezae (inſerted in the Notes to 

| Michadlis's Introduction Vol. II. p. 688 — 697) in 
which I produced all the arguments that occurred to 
me, either as having been made, or as capable of 
being made, on both ſides of the queſtion, I men- 


tioned a ſimilar objection p. 692. No 4, to which I 
gave the proper anſwer p. 696. No 4, and left the de- 


termination to the reader. At that time I cautionsly 
avoided giving my own opinion on the ſubject, be- 
cauſe the — fo was involved in difficulties, which 
I was them unable to reconcile: but at preſeat my 
doubts are removed, and Iam as thoroughly perfuaded 
7 the identity of the Codex Stephani g; and the Co- 
dex Bezae, as of the Codex «y and Codex Vatabli. 
The General Theorem decides finally in both caſes. 


dne refuſes to believe the identity of MSS. un- 
ſs there be a perfect coincidence in all the readings, 
requires wore than the nature of the caſe admits, for 
iv is impoſſible that a copy ſhould in every tittle re- 
ſemble the original, 
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conſtitutes any aliquot part x of the whole number 


of the readings quoted from the MS. N. Now we 
have already ſeen, that the ratio of the probability 
that d and 2 are one and the ſame MS. is that of 


* + + "ol x to 1, independently of the 


contr ai thay If therefore this probability amounts 
to a moral certainty, as it really does in the caſe of 


| the Codex y, we acquire as certain knowledge of 


the identity of the MSS. before we examine the con- 
tradictions, as we could have derived from Stephens's 
declaration of their identity: for if the readings as- 
cribed in Stephens's margin to the Codex a, inſtead 
of agreeing with the readings of the Compl. edition 
except in forty eight places, contradicted them in the 
ſame degree, no one would believe the identity, 
though Stephens had aſſerted it. The ſame number of 
contradictions then, which do not annull Stephens's 
evidence, Will not annull the evidence deduced 
from the General Theorem. But actual experience 
ſhews that one contradiction among twelve read- 
ings *5 does not deſtroy Stephens's evidence: con- 
ſequently, one contradiction among twelve read- 
ings will not overturn the inference, which is 
drawn from the General Theorem 6. | 


As you have hitherto attempted to exhibit 
only one contradiction among twenty five readings, 
you muſt acknowledge, after having read the pre- 
ceding paragraph, that even if it were real, it 
would not render my whole argument ineffective,” 


I5. Forty eight contradictions among five bandes and 
ſleventy eight readings is in. the 9 of one to 
twelve. 


16. In the caſe of Stephens's MSS. therefore x is equal 
to 12. | 
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as you have too haſtily aſſerted p. 412: That chere 
is a real contradiction in regard to or Acts XI. 3, 
and that there is a trifling variation * 7 at 1 Pet. II. 20. 
appears from the collation, which I have received 

from Cambridge, and which I have already ſtated 
in the fifth Letter: moreover I acknowledge that 
Stephens's notation at James V. J. though it forms 
no contradiction to the Codex Vatabli, does not pro- 
perly repreſent it. But call, if you will, all theſe 
three examples, downright contradictions , yet as 
I have produced more than ninety readmgs from 
the Codex ty, three contradictions among that num- 
ber is not equivalent to one in thirty: whereas I 
have ſhewn. that, even if one in twelve formed a 
_ contradiction, it would: be bf no conſequence. In 
fact, we have reaſon to wonder that among up- 
wards of ninety quotations, ſome of which are very 
Jong, for the readings which I have quoted from 


Acts XVII. 5. and 1 John II. 23, conſiſt each of 


eight words, and the two from 2 Pet. I. 10. and 
2 Cor. I. 6. conliſt, one of chirteen, the other even 
of fifteen words, there ſhould be only three in- 
ſtances in which the copy does not perfectly reſemble 
the original. In copying only twenty examples 
from the Notes to Beza's firſt edition of the New 
Teſtament either you or your printer have made 


(p. 194. 195) not leſs than ſeven miſtakes 18; ſo 


17. This variation conſiſts only of a ſingle letter. 


18. Namely in the Notes to John VII. 53. Acts XXIV. 18. 
1 Cor. II. 10. XII. 11. Inn. IV. 12. For in the Note to 
John VII. 53. Beza's firſt edition, printed in 1556, has 
Stephani noſtri codicibus, but you have Stephani nos- 
tris codicibus: that edition in the Note to Acts XXIV. 
18. has eggs, but you have Broan, and the words 
of Beza, which follow 90% g, you have likewiſe co- 
ou wrong: in the Note to 1 Cor, II. 10, it has iy 
ut you have quoted vt: in the Note to I Car, XII. 
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that. more than a third of your quotations differ 


from the original 79, Tou muſt clearly ſee there- 
fore the impropriety of arguing from three difleren- 


ces out of ninety. Belides, a man who publiſhes 
various readings arranged Uke thoſe of R. Stephens, 
is much more able b. to error, than he Who gives 
. 2 tranſcript a printed book: for each 

ding in Steph gin had to paſs through ſe- 
— ſtages, before it arrived at its place in that 
margin, and accidents not only might, but ſome- 


times muſt happen at each of theſe ſtages. The per- 


ſon who collated each ſingle MS. wits in various 
reſpects expoſed to danger : ſtill more ſo the per- 
ſon, who —— the ſeparate parcels of collation 
into one maſs, and affixed to each reading the arti- 
ficial mark or marks, which denoted the MS. or 
MSS. from which it had been quoted: and laſtly 


the printer himſelf, in reſpect not only to the quo- 
ted words, but more eſpecially to the Greek nu- 
merals annexed to each reading, and of aſcribing 

therefore to a MS. a reading which did not belong 


to it. Now where ſo many cauſes of error, and 
conſequently of contradiction between the copy and 
the original, were continually operating, it is im- 


Polſſible that the readings aſcribed in Stephens's 
margin to the Codex ry ſhould. never vary from the 


MS. itſelf. 


II, it has noſtris codicibus, but you have quoted nos- 
',” tris Graecis codicibus. In this laſt example vou have 
likewiſe i3/z in the Nominative, inſtead of 1 in the 
Dative; and in the example taken from lames IV. 12. 
weeoInrys inſtead of w6odZtrng , which is not marked i in 

the liſt of Errata. 


19. You expreſsly POOR p- I95. that all thefe quota- 


tions were taken from Beza's firſt edition of A. D. 
1556.” And with this edition I have compared them. 
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If, notwithſtanding the pains which I have 
taken, to convince you of the falſity of that prin- 
ciple, on which you ground the non - identity of 
manuſcripts, you ſhould ſtill retain your former 
opinion, and contend that an agreement in twenty 
four readings is counteracted by a disagreement in 
the twenty fifth: I ſhall contgyg that Walton's Co- 
dex Cantabrigienſis was a di t MS. from Mills 
Codex Cantabrigienſis, that Wetſtein's Codex Can- 
tabrigienſis was different from both, that the MS. 
publiſhed by DF. Kipling was different from all 
three, and laftly that the MS. publiſhed by Dr. Kip- 
ling was not the MS. which Theodore Beza pre- 
ſented to the Univerſity of Cambridge. In the con- 
duct of this proof I requeſt you particularly to ob- 
ſerve that the whole bulmeſs is done by the magic 
of a ſingle word. The proof runs thus. Biſhop 
Walton has declared in the ſixth volume of the Lon- 
don Polyglot, that the MS. which he quoted by 
the title Codex Cantabrigienſis read Mayedæde in 
Mark VIII. 10.: but Dr. Mill has particularly noted 
that his Codex Cantabrigienſis read in this pas- 
ſage Made: and Wetſtem's Codex Cantabrigien- 
fis had a reading different from both, namely Me- 
Agyeda, as that eminent ' critic has ſpecially in- 
formed us,” But it is impollible-that the ſame 
manuſcript ſhould in the ſame given paſſage differ 
from itſelf, or, in other words, be the ſame and 
yet not the ſame,” as we are ſpecially informed by 
M'. Archdeavon Travis 2%. Conſequently a MS. 
which had Mays9z8 could not be the ſame with a 
MS. which had Madzyade, or MeAoyada, and there- 


fore Walton, Mill, and Wetſtein have quoted three 


different manuſcripts. And that none of theſe three 
MSS. was the ſame as the Codex Cantabrigienſis 


20. Pag. 277. laſt ed. 
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publiſhed by DF. Kipling is certain, becauſeDF. Kip- 
ling aſſures us p. 844 that the MS. of which he lies 


given a fac-fimile had in this place Me da which 


differs from all three. Laſtly that the MS. publiſhed 


by Dr. Kipling is not the MS. which was preſented 


by Beza to the Univerhty of Cambridge is equally 
certain: for Beza in his Note 2* to Mark VIII. 16, 


has given direct and poſitive teſtimony that his an- 


_ cient MS. had in this paſſage Madeyadd, which is a 


very different reading from Mearyada. Unleſs 
therefore' we are to deſpoil the apes of Theo- 


dore Beza of learning, of worth, of probity, and 


honour, with-which his memory has been ſo long 
adorned and conſecrated, and to conclude that he 
agreed to act the infamous part of a cheat and impos- 
tor, we muſt feel ourſelves of neceſſity compelled 
to acknowledge, that what Theodore Beza thus did 
intentionally, he alſo did conſcientiously, and that 
he has a right to command our fall aſſent, when he 
affirms only a plain fact, which lay within his 
own knowledge, and which therefore he was com- 
pletely competent to aſcertain.” In this ſentence I 
have chiefly copied your own words p. 203.: and 
what do they prove, or what does all that I have 


faid in this paragraph prove? N more than 


chat different perſons have given di erent. trans- 
3 of the ſame orig 


Poſtſcript. 


As I have hitherto taken no notice of your 
fourth article 22, in which you make a feeble effort 


at a en proof of the non - identity of the Codex 


21. The edition which I have now before me 15 that 
of 1589. 


. 22. Pag. 412, 


| 
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2 Vatabli and the Codex Stephani . and you or your 


friends, if I paſſed it over in ſilence, would con- 
tend that ſome of your arguments had been leſt un- 
anſwered, Iamalmoſt compelled to make a few ob- 
ſervations on it. This proof you introduce with the 
following ſentence If it be a juſt inference that 


two MISS. are the ſame, becauſe they agree in a 


certain number of paſſages, where they deviate 


„from all other copies; it is ſurely reaſonable to 


*conclude, that if one of two given MSS, ſhall dis- 
*agree, not only with the other, but alſo with the 
"reſt of the MSS. which have been hitherto collated, 
in a far greater number of paſſages, they mult be 
*two different manuſcripts.” The truth of this 
propoſition, Sir, I believe no man will venture to 
dispute, for when translated into plain Engliſh, it 


will ſtand thus, If two manuſcripts differ, they 
differ.“ You have here confounded the quotations 


from a MS. with the manuſcript itſelf. If the Co- 
dex ry really differed in only one ſingle inſtance 
from the Codex Vatabli, it would neceſlarily. follow, 
that they were different manuſcripts: hut the quo- 


tations, which are aſcribed in Stephens's margin to 


the Codex ry, may frequently differ from the read- 
ings of the Codex Vatabli, and yet the MSS. may 
be one and the. ſame, - becauſe neither collator nor 
compoſitor could execute his office, without ma- 
king ſome miſtakes. Your introductory propoſition 
therefore ſhould have run thus, If in the exami- 


nation of the queſtion, whether two ſuppoſed dif- 
ferent MISS: are one and the ſame, or not, the quo- 


tations which have been made from the former, 
differ from the readings of the latter more frequent- 
ly, than they agree, we may fairly conclude that 
they are two differerent manuſcripts.” Now, in- 
ſtead of requiring you to ſhew a majority of con- 
tradictions, I will be ſatisfied if you will only 
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ſhey that a tenth part of the quotations. to which 


the mark 2) is affixed in Stephens's margin, really 


contradict the correſpondent readings of the Codex 
Vatabli. But this you well know to be imprac- 
ticable, and for that reaſon you have confined your 


inquiry in this article to the places, where Stephens 


had not quoted his Codex ry, as if the MS. neceſſa» 
rily agreed with Stephens's text, wherever Stephens 
has not obſerved the contrary 23. From a collation. 


of the Codex Vatabli with Stephens's text you dis- 


cover, that the former differs from the latter in an 
hundred and thirty five places in the Catholic Epis- 
tles: and, as Stephens has there only ſixty quota- 
tions from the MS. which he denotes by the mark 


xy, you conclude that this MS. in every other read- 


ing agreed with Stephens's text, and conſequently 


had ſeventy five readings, which differed from the 


Codex Vatabli. I have already told you that the 
Complutenſian text differs from that of Stephens 
in an hundred and fifteen places in the Cathoha 
Epiſtles: yet the Codex a is there quoted by Ste- 
phens only twenty eight times: conſequently , ac- 
cording to your principles, the Codex & had eighty 
ſeven readings i in the Catholic Epiſtles, which dif- 
fered from the Complutenhan text, a poſition, 
which you yourſelf will acknowledge to be abſurd, 
But you have not reſted here: for in order to ſtreng- 
then your argument, you have compared theſe ſe- 
venty five imaginary contradictions with the quo- 


tations made by Mill, Wetſtein, and Griesbach from 


other MSS. that yon might g get a ſet of readings pecu- 
lar to the Codex Vatabli, though to what purpoſe L 


23. On this ſubject I * you to my ſecond letter, 


where I have fully ſhewn the * of this made of 
reaſoning. . 
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an utterly unable to comprehend 24. This ſet of 


readings, according to your account, amounts to 
two and forty: and theſe two and forty readings, 
not one of which is quoted by Stephens, in not 
one of which therefore a contradiction can take 


and forty ſingular readings from the Codex Alexan- 
drinus or the Codex Vaticanus, for they would 
have been full as much to your purpoſe. You 
yourſelf, Sir, appear to be not thoroughly ſatisfied 


| with this demonſtration: you call the inference de- 


duced from it by no other name than that of a fair 
preſumption” : I ſuſpect therefore, as you are in 
eneral ſo very energetic, when you have only 
an argument in your favour, that the mode of 
reaſoning adopted in your fourth article carried 
not conviction with it even in your own mind. 
Another argument for the non - identity of the 
MSS. occurs to me, which, it is true, you have 


not applied in the preſent inſtance, but which per- 


haps you may apply, as it 1s almoſt as good as the 


receding: and therefore prudence requires that I 
mould guard againſt it, that I may hereafter have 
as little to anſwer as poſſible. A reading is quoted 


24. You have evidently imitated my compariſon of the 
- — readings quoted by Stephens from the Codex iy with 
the readings quoted by later editors from other ma- 
nmuſcripts. Now if any number of readings, politively 

aſcribed by Stephens to the Codex , are found in 

the Codex Vatabli, the probability that the Codex Va- 

tuabli is the uy itſelf, is conliderably angmented by the 

circumſtance, that theſe readings have not been dis- 

eovered ellewhere. The object therefore of my com- 

pariſon is obvious: but to compare a ſet of readings 

in the Codex Vatabli, which are wor quoted by Ste- 
Phens, anſwers no end whatſoever. | 


2 , are to prove the non · identity of the manu- 
ipts. You might juſt as well have quoted two 


as 


. \ ma un 


Pc 


, Sk: 


cent types 27, gor 3: becauſe it is impoſſible, that 


at Matth. XXVII. 64, in Stephens's margin, with 


the mark y affixed to it: and there is another ins- 


tance of the ſame kind at John II. 17. Now it is 


certain, that theſe two quotations were not taken 


from the Codex Vatabli, for this MS. does not con- 


tain the Gospels. In this caſe, if I had to = 
with a critic of the common ſtamp, I ſhould lay, 


that Stephens's compolitor in theſe two places ſet ry 


| by miſtake, and in the hurry of compoling took out 


a , when he intended to take out one of the adja- 


a MS. which furniſhed Stephens with nearly two 
hundred various readings in the Acts and the Epililes, 
ſhould, if it had contained the Gospels likewiſe, 
have ſupplied him in theſe books with only two. 


25. Every man who is acquainted with the buſineſs of 
| rinting, knows that this accident happens frequently. 
Indeed it cannot well be otherwiſe: for the compoſitor, 
who has his boxes of types arranged before him in 
the order of the alphabet, keeps his eye conſtantly fixed 

on the manuſcript from which he is printing, and 
E. out the types with great rapidity, without look - 
ing at the boxes, in the ſame manner as we play or 
the harplichord, without looking at the keys. Now 


; Gnce the boxes are [mall, and are contiguous to each 


other, it is impoſſible to avoid dipping ſometimes 
into a wrong box. Your own book, Sir, will ſupply 
us with a few examples. Pag. 194. Your compolitor 
intending to ſet wyoSerys, picked out an » inſtead of 
an e, the two boxes being almoſt cloſe together, and 
ſet wwoInrys. In the Appendix p. 3, intending to ſet 


Fix#r, he dipped into the box containing e inſtead of 
the adjacent one which contained e, and ſet ix: as 


p. 225 he had ſet axurarrer inſtead of axyrarre, And 
if theſe and many other Errata, which correct them- 
ſelves, and need only be ſeen to be detected, ſtill es- 
caped your notice, you cannot think it extraordinary 
that an error in a numeral, which of all errors is the 
molt difficult to detect, ſhould ſometimes have escaped 
the notice of Stepbens, 
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But, as in conſequence of your avowed * general 
ſubmiſſion to Stephens's margin 26, you have 
taken theſe two typographical blunders under your 
protection, 'and have actually quoted them p. 217, 
as proofs that the Codex ry contained at leaſt the 
Gospels of St. Matthew and St. John 27, it is uſeleſs 
For me to urge this explanation, as I have to com- 
Hat with an adverſary, who is not ſhackled by 
the fetters, which bind a Wetſtein and a Griesbach. 
However, the danger to which I may be expoſed is 
not imminent: for before you can employ the wea- 
pon, which I have put into your hands, you muſt 
prove that, if the Codex ry contained the Gospels, 
it contained them in the ſame volume 28 with the 


Acts and the Epiſtles. 0 | 


26. Dag. a . a e 
ay. Lou have likewiſe produced p. 217. about fifty pas- 
- ſages from the Gospels of St. Matthew and St. John, 
where you ſay that Stephens has quoted his Codex iy 
" *conjointly,” by which you mean that the mark x. or 
,d appears in all thoſe places in Stephens's margin. 
Nov if I put the queſtion, ** How do you know that 
the notation, x. or & del included in thoſe places 
the Codex , you will anſwer, *Becauſe the Co- 
dex iy contained the i Gospels of St. Matthew and St. 
John.“ But this, Sir, is the point to be proved. 
You are not aware that you are arguing in a circle. 
28. Not to mention the Codex Alexandrinus, which 
conſiſts of four volumes, Ceſar de Miſſy had a MS. 
eras conſiſting of two volumes, which contained the four 
Gospels alone: it is now in the Britiſh Muſeum. 
where it is numbered 4950, I, among the addi- 
tional MSS. 49: | 4951, among | 
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Letter vll. : 
The ales of the 188. which have been che 


ſubject of the preceding letters, being fully eſtabliſh» 


ed, and my Note in Michaelis's Introduction thus 
vindicated from the charges, which you had laid 
to it, I will now make a few remarks on the infe- 
rence deduced from that identity, and then I ſhall 
have finiſhed the talk, which I have very unwilk 
ingly been obliged to undertake. That the contro- 
verſy relative to the poſition of Stephens's ſemi- 


circle at 1 John V. 2 is finally determined by the 


deciſion of the queſtion, whether the Codex Va- 
tabli is the ſame as the Codex /, is a matter which 
no one will deny: and you yourſelf, Sir, have 
virtually acknowledged it by 1 for the right 
polition of Stephens's ſemicircle, no other 
ground than the non - identity of the — — * 
To place the ſubject in the cleareſt point of view, 
Iwill mention a parallel caſe, in reſpect to the 
Complutenſian edition. Stephens's text at 1 Tim. 
I. 1. is Habheg Asse I Ne XAT EmT 


Oes curigog nud, xa Kuels )J xe Tis EAT 


aud: the Compl. text, Hewes "Amo50Nog "1103 Xe 
58 xaT emmaryn Oe aargos, xa cri mudy l 
News Tis n Judy, Here it is evident that the 
words s Oe R owrheos Judy N Kveſs Inos Xęi- 
755 in Stephens's text, correſpond to the words 


imme Oel ce rgog at curñgos nub Ino xe in 


1. You for" p. 413- It appears moſt probable, that the 
Copies now in queſtion are different MSS. and rherefore 
that Mr Marlh's argument does not ſhew, that the 
ſemicircle of R, Stephens 3 is misplaced,” | 
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the Compl. text: conſequently, that if theſe words 
be quoted from the Compl. ed. the figure of refer- 


ence in Stephens's text mould be placed before 8m 


— * 


and theſemicircle after Xe53; for if any other 


tion takes place, the quantity of Stephens's 
text incloſed between them will not correſpond to 
the reading of that Copy, from which the quota- 


tion is made. Now the words, which I have juſt 


mentioned are quoted by Stephens from the Compl. 
edition: but the ſemicircle is placed not after Xęis z, 
but after Kuen. It is certain therefore in this in- 
ſtance ?, that the marks of reference incloſe a ſmall - 
er quantity of Stephens's text, than they ought to 


have done, and that the ſemicircle, inſtead of being 


placed after Kues, ſhould have been placed after 
Nej58, two wards further on. Again; at Apoc. 
XIV. 8, Stephens's text is BajuAuv - Tos ff wey%ay: 


the Compl. text Bu/3uAwy 1 peyday. In this place 


Stephens notes in his margin (— c), and in his text 
has placed the obelus before æcαν: if therefore his 
notation ſhall properly repreſent the omiſſion made 
in the Complutenſian text, it is evident that the 
ſemicircle muſt be placed between j and ueyaay: 
inſtead of which the compoſitor has made a miſtake 
and placed it after mA. Here you will hardly 
deny that the obelus and ſemicircle indloſe a ſmall · 
er quantity of Stephens's text, than they ought 3. 

f FB, ; TY ekt 23414 » 42m 


2. Other inſtances of the ſame kind, likewiſe taken 
from the Compl. edition, and therefore not to be dis- 
puted, you will find in Ephel. IV. 32. Apoc. IV. 8. 
| Yeltmes _ 2 ont tl 
3. At Rom. XVI. '27. the obelus and ſemicircle. incloſe 
only one word, where they ought to have incloſed two: 
_ -._ at. Apoe. XV. 2. they incloſe only one, when they 
. ought to have incloſed four, In both theſe places the 
Complutenſian edition is quoted, and therefore you 

will Not be able te call the examples in queſtion. 


| ſhould it have been placed after yz 
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In like manner, ſince Stephens has incloſed only 
iy 7g gexvp between his obelus and ſemicirde at 
1 John V. J. and quoted among other MSS. the Co- 
dex ry for the omiſſion of the words thus incloſed, 
we have proof politive, when we. know for certain 
that the quoted MS. omits more than en T$ ga, 
that the ſemicircle was misplaced, and that it ought 
to be ſet further on, as in the examples juſt men- 
tioned, ſo as to include all the words, which are 
wanting in that manuſcript. > Now the#Codex 7 
or Codex Vatabli, which, as I have ſhewn, are 
only two different names of one and the ſame ma- 
nuſcript a, omits all the words, at 1 John V. 7: 8- 
which begin with ev79 g8gavg and end with &v 75 
V, as I can teſtify from my own collation, and as 
ſeveral other perſons, who have ſince examined the 
MS. can like wiſe teſtify. You yourſelf alſo bear 
witneſs to the truth of the aſſertion by not calling 
it in queſtion: for if you had been able to deny it, 
your object would have been attained at once. The 
ſemicircle therefore in Stephens's text at 1 John V. 
7. is as falſely placed after ggavp, as at 1 Tim. I. x. 
it is falſely placed after Kvęſs: and as certainly as it 
ought in the latter inſtance to have been placed 
after Xeaiss, lo certainly in the former inſtance 
. And the fact 
is ſo trodibls in itſelf, -when we conkider, „ 15 that 


4. Even] if I had failed ! in the proof of their identity, 
yet no one could deny that they contain one and the 
lame text: for this is matter of fact. Conſequently, 
if the Codex Vatabli were not the Codex « itſelf,” it 
would follow, either that they were both tranſcripts 
from the ſame original, or that the one was tranſeribed 
from the other. In either caſe, the Codex iy would 
omit & Tw de Þ 75 7, at 1 John V. 7. 8. if the. 
Codex Vatabli omitted the paſſage. But the Codex 
Vatabli does . the paſſage. Thergrore etc, 


1 


is 


, 
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Stephens's compolitor has in very nnmerous-inſtans 
ces made miſtakes in regard to the ſemicircle: and 
other marks of reference 7, and 2%-that- the poli- 
tion of the ſemicircle after 8geyy gives a reading, 
which has never been discovered in any Greek ma- 
nuſcript whatſoever, nor ever quoted by any one 
of the Greek fathers, that it is really extraodinary, 
how any man who lays claim to the title of a cri- 
tic, can allert that Stephens's ſemicircle at 1 John V. 


q. *moralty ſpeaking could not be misplaced. 6 


F. Thave quoted in this Letter eight examples from the 


. Complutenſian edition: and I think it unneceſſary to 


add more, becauſe Profeſſor Porſon in the Poſtſcript 
to his fourth Letter, p. 91. has already. furniſhed you 
with a very lufficient number. 


6. This aſſertion is made twice in your laſt edition, 
pP. 192 and 407. But that you may ſee how eaſy it is 
for a.compolitor to make miſtakes in regard to marks 

of reference, and how difficult it is to detect ſuch 
miſtakes, when they are once made, I will relate to 

you the ſollowing ſtory. In the year 1792 J publiſhed 

at Cambridge a ſhort Eſſay in defence of the authen- 
ticity of the Pentatench; in this Ellay p. 13 are three 
marginal notes, marked with what printers call a ſtar, 

a dagger, and a double dagger. In the text, the ſtar 

is placed right: but after the word where they dagger 
ſhould have been placed, the compoſitor ſet no mark 

a⸗e at all, but ſet the dagger, which'belonged to * Egyp- 
tian words,” line 4, after Hebrew,“ line 9: and to- 
tally omitted the double dagger. This is a much 
more glaring miſtake, than the falſe poſition of Ste- 
phens's ſemicircle at 1 John V. 7.: for my mark of 
reference is ten times as big as that of Stephens, and 
was let, not two only, but five lines out of its place: 
moreover it is very conſpicuous, being quite detached 
From the word after which it is placed, whereas Ste- 
phens's little crotchet or ſemicircle is almoſt abſorbed 

by the circumflex on.zsgaw. Yet this glaring miſtake I 

did not detect, though I read the ſeveral proof ſheets 

at leaſt ten times, before the Eſſay was printed off: 


* 


& 


ho 


ou 


t is 
rks 
ach 
> 0 


len- 
Iree 
tar, 


ſtar - 
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lark 
p- 
to- 
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Ste- 
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The ha by which you *! to 


| " this ſtrange poſition are, as might be ex- 
pected, ſo very fallacious, they reſt on aſſumtions 
lo devoid of foundation, and are ſo completely 


overthrown by the proof of the identity of the Co- 
dex Stephani ry and the Codex Vatabli, that it is 


almoſt unneceſſary for me to anſwer them in detail. 
But as your poſition, ſtrange it is, has already met 


with public approbation, and has been repeated 
with ſome confidence in one of our periodical pub- 
lications, I am almoſt compelled to undertake this 


painful taſk, or thoſe who give credit to your opi- 
nions, without examining for themſelves, will as- 


ſert that the queſtion is ill at iſſue between us, 
under the pretence, that much has been ſaid on 
both ſides. I am bound therefore to ſhew, that 
the much, which has been ſaid on one ſide, is 
nothing to the purpoſe. In ſupport of this wonder- 
ful polition you have produced on the whole eleven 
arguments. The fix firſt 7 are intended to ſhew that 


the ſemicircle at x John V. 2, was not placed wro 


by miſtake. The firſt of them is, that. the disputed 
paſſage is printed entire in R. Stephens s two firſt 
editions of the Greek Teſtament : but in what man- 
ner this circumſtance exempted R. Stephens's com- 
en from the 5 of — a mark of refe- 


. 


the fits were likewiſe Sets by one of: my Friends, 
and laſtly they were reviſed by the Univerlity Printer : 

and yet. this Erratum escaped the notice of us all. 

Further, the paſlage in queſtion has been quoted in 

one of our literary journals, and ſo difficult is it to de- 

tect an Erratum in a mark of reference, that even in 

this quotation the dagger ſtill retains its falſe poſition; 
— If my miſtakes, Sir, are not ſatisfactory, you will 
find a ſimilar one in * own book P. 258 of "FF 
laſt edition, 


7. Pag. 191 — 197. 2 
12 
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rence wrong in the third, or Stephens from tho 


danger of overlooking the falſe poſition, is more 
than I am able to comprehend. In fact your imagi- 


nation has connected two things, which have no re 


lation to each other. Stephens's two firſt editions 
reſemble his third at 1 Tim. I. 1. and yet in that 
paſſage the ſemicircle is undoubtedly placed wrong. 
2. Your ſecond argument, which is that R. Stephens 
printed the verſe entire in his fourth edition of 
1551, is NO more connected with the ſubject, 'than 
your firſt argument: and I might as well ſay M. 
Travis has printed 1 John V. g. complete, in his 
laſt edition s and therefore he made no miſtake in 


. reſpect to the article 70. before ajua in his ſecond 


edition 9. 3. That Stephens has noted no error at 
1 John V. 7. in his lift of Errata proves no more 
than the two firſt reaſons, unleſs you can ſhew that 
Stephens was incapable of an overſight *: and I 


might as well contend that vie Dre, xeaPrua, 


orgs, M, and many other Errata in your 
book, are not Errata, becauſe you have not obſer- 
ved them. 4. That Crispin, whoin 1553 re · print- 
ed Stephens's edition of 1550, with its various 
readings, has placed the ſemicircle at x John V. 7. 
after Sar and not after yy, will not avail you, 


_ unleſs you can ſhew that Crispin in general correct- 
ed Stephens's miſtakes. But this you have not at- 


tempted, and therefore I will inform you,, Sir, 
that I have compared with Crispin's edition at leaſt 


B. Pag. 307. 
9. In the. ſecond edition the arücle 56 before alu yas 
omitted. 


10. Thongh the marks of reference are very frequently 
placed wrong in Stephens's edition of 1550, no: one 
is noticed in the liſt of Errata, 2 
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thirty paſſages of Stephens's third edition, whies mis. 
takes had been made in reſpect to the marks of re- 
ference, and have found, as far as L examined, that 
John Crispin, the Saen and follow - citizen of Ro- 
bert Stephens” has faithfully retained them all 1 r. 

To quote therefore Crispin's edition, as a proof of 
the accuracy of Stephens's, is much the ſame, as 
if I were to argue thus: M. Travis in his firſt edi» 
tion * printed the Preface to the Complutenſian 


edition with the following errors, et, quod, and 


epiſtolas, for quod, quam, and epiſtolam: but 
thoſe words were reprinted in the ſecond edition, 
and therefore they are not errors. 5. You ſay that 
Stephens s ſemicircle was not ſet after 8gavg by mis- 
take, becauſe the Verſe is found in the New Tes- 
tament of Theodore Beza, who like Crispin pub- 
liſhed at Geneva, while R. Stephens Was living 
there, Who mentions him frequently in terms of the 
moſt affectionate reſpect, who had in his poſſeſſion, 
by the perſonal favour of R. Stephens, the identi- 
cal MSS. uſed by him in this edition of A. D. 1550, 
and who ſolemnly declares, that this Verſe did ac- 
tually exiſt in the very manner, in which R. Ste- 
phens has ſtated it to have exiſted in thoſe manu- 
ſcripts” 13, Now this ſentence contain a ſeries of 


11. He has not even taken the pains to ſupply the 
ſemicircle in the places, where it has been totally 
omitted, though ſuch errors correct themſelves. And 

Where Stephens s compolitor had made miſtakes in re- 
gard to bozk of the marks of reference, Crispin's edi- 
tion exhibits the very ſame blunders, as, for inſtance 
in Gal. IV, 31. Apoc, II. 20. XV. 2. 


12. Porſon's Letters, p. 110. 


13. J have here copied your own evi; that 1 might | 
do ample juſtice to your argument. | 
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FF OR OR : which are ſo devoid of foundation , that 
T-almolt afraid of loſing my. patience: before I get 
through them. That Beza publiſhed at Geneva, 
while Robert Stephens Was living there, is true only 
of Beza's Latin Teſtament: for his firſt edition of 
the Greek Teſtament was publiſhed fix years after 
R. Stephens was dead **: though in your Index, 
under the article Beza, you aſſert that his firſt Greek 
Teſtament was printed by R. Stephens, That Beza had 
not theuſe of Stephens's MISS. is a fact ſo well known 
to the learned *F, that whoever aſlerts the contrary, 
ſhews that he i * at leaſt a century behind hand in 
information. As you appeal p. 194, to Beza's own 
teſtimony, which you ſay is plain and pointed, I 
wall quote a paſſage from Beza's ſecond preface to 
his edition of 1589, from which you will ſee that 
Beza's teſtimony is plain and pointed, -againſt your 
aſſertion. Hos Novi Foederis libros non modo 
cum variis ſeptendecim 16 Graecorum codicum a R. 
. en nme viro citatorum potions; 


i , 


I4- R Stephens died in 1359. and Beza' 8. firſt edition of 
the Greek Teſtament was publiſhed in 1565. What 
is commonly called Beza's firſt edition of the New 
Teſtament is nothing more, than an edition of the 


Latin Vulgate, accompanied with Bord 8 own trans- | 
lation and notes, 


15. Profeſſor Porſon explained this matter very n 
p- 76, 83 87. but I am ſorry to ſay that vou have 
proſited very little by his inſtructions. 


16. As Stephens had only ſixteen copies, even incluſive 
of the Complutenſian edition, the word ſeptendecim 
alone would have betrayed Beza, had he alerted 
(which however he had not) that he had Stephens's 
MSS, in his poſfeſſion, becauſe in that caſe he would 

have known their preciſe number, and would not 
have made them, amount ſometimes to lixteen (asin his 
note to 1 Cor. VII. 29.), at other times to ſeventeen. 
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bus rurſum contulimus 7 ſed etiam cum Syra inter- 


pretatione etc. Here Beza ſays as Plainly as a man 
can ſay, when a fact is not called in queſtion, and 
therefore requires no poſitive and formal deglara- 
tion, that he collated the Greek Teſtament, not 
with the manuſcripts of R. Stephens, hut with the 


_ readings of thoſe manuſcripts, which had been 


quoted by Robert Stephens. if Bea had uſed the 
MSS. themſelves, inſtead of Stephens's collation, he 
would haye ſaid, cum Stephani codicibus contuli- 
mus,” and not cum lectionibus codicum aStephano 
citatorum contulimus.“ mw A third Poſition of 


. You have 8 ſt of twenty e e jp 194. 
195. from Beza's Notes to his firſt edition of his N.T. 
in which, according to your account, Bea teſtifies that 
he had the uſe of Stephens's manuſcripts. But in not 


one of theſe examples does Beza teſtify any ſuch thing. 


In eighteen out of the twenty he does not mention 
even the name of Stephens: and it is more than you 
enn prove, when Beza uſes ſuch. expreſſions as Sie 
legitur in omnibus codicibus, quns mfpeximus,” that 

he meant either Stephens's MSS. in particular, or 
even Greek MSS. at all, for the word: Codex is as ap- 
plicable to a printed book; as to a written one: and as 


the readings, which he quotes in maſt of theſe exam 


ples, are thoſe of the common printed Greek — 9 
' and are quoted by Stephens from n manuſcript, I do 
not well ſee, how in fack examples the word Codex 
can have any other meaning than that of Codex un- 
preſſus. (Printed copies were as much to Beza's pur- 
poſe, as written ones: his object was to point out the 
general deviations of the Vulgate from tlie Greek Tes- 
tament, not to ſhew the relation which Greek MSS. 
bore to a particular Greek text, for his firſt edition, 
from which you quote, has no Greek text.) The only 
two, in which Beza mentions Stephens's MSS. by 
name, and therefore the only two which are ts tlie. 
reſent purpoſe, ſhew very clearly that Beza never 


| fave Stephens's MSS. One of them is Beza's Note to 


1 Cor, VII. 29, where he quotes a reading, which in 
cad — has the mark =. annexed to 1 and 


b a 


; 


I * 1 - * 


chis fifth argument is, Beza ſolemnly declares that 
the verſe did actually exiſt in the very ſame manner, 


* ſays: Sic lego et diſtinguo hunc locum ex ſedecim ve- 
tuſtorum Stephani codicum / itemque ex Graecorum 
ſcholiorum, Baſilii denique, fide. Here it is evident 
that Beza copied from Stephens's margin, and that he 
interpreted x. (nerrs) by ſedecim, on the ſuppoſition 
that Stephens's ſixteen copies contained the whole N. 
T., which he certainly would not have done, had he 
ſeen the MSS. themſelves, for he would then have 
known that they contained only parts of the Greek 
Teſtament. The Codex Vatabli proves at leaſt for one, 
and even if the reſt were all loſt, which however is 
. Falſe, yet no critic of the preſent age, who knows by 
experience what the contents of Greek MSS. uſually 
are, will believe that all Stephens MSS. contained 
what not one in thirty contain, though Beza, for 
want of that experience, ſuppoſed it. Further, 'that 
 Beza copied from Stephens and not from the originals 
themſelves, appears likewiſe from this circumſtance, 
that in this very example 1 Cor. VII. 29. Stephens's 
margin is faulty, and Beza agrees with him in the 
| blunder, If you aſk me, how I know that Stephens's 
margin js faulty, I anſwer by comparing it with the 
Compl. ed, which is included in the abbreviation . 
Other examples, in which Beza and Stephens agree 
jn the ſame blunders, you will find in Mark VII. 26. 
Acts XV. 29. XXV. 5, Apoc, III. 4. etc. As for the 
word lego, which you conſider as a proof that Beza 
read thus in Stephens MSS. if you examine the pas- 
ſage again, you will find that he ſays, not fic lego in 
Stephani codicibus, but ſic lego ex Stephani codicum 
fide, In your laſt example which is taken ſrom Be- 
 za's. Note to John VII. 53, Beza ſays, Ex vetuſtis 
Stephani noſtri (you have printed noſtris, and thus 
given to Beza what he did not claim) codicibus ſep- 
tendecim; unus duntaxat illam non -habebat: in reli- 
quis ſcripta quidein erat, ſed. ita ut mira eſſot lectionis 
varietas, quam ſplacuit (here he means placuit Ste- 
phano) bona fide ſuis locis annotare.” Now, to ſay 


* nothing of ſeptendecim (ſee Note 16); the verbs kabebar, 


erat, eic. being in the paſt time, ſhew that Beza had 
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in which R. Stephens has ſtated it to have exiſted in 
thoſe manuſcripts.” Now Stephens has not ated 
that the whole verſe exiſted in any one of his MSS. 2 
his whole ſtatement is confined to ſeven MSS. which, 
even if his ſemicircle were placed right, omitted at 
leaſt a part of the verſe. Here Beza either not ſus- 
ing, or not willing to believe, an error, ſays, 
in his firſt edition, of & 79 sgavp, Deerat in ſep- 
tem vetuſtis codicibus, and by the word deerat in 
the paſt time clearly implies. that he had not the 
MSS, before him, but that he truſted to Stephens's - 
notation, whether right or wrong *8. .. So far, Be- 
za's teſtimony is nothing more than an echo of Ste- 
phens's margin: and the r part of his teſti- 
mony , in his Note to 1 John V. 7, is ftall leſs, for 
it is a mere inference made hy Beza from Stephens's 
hlence. ' Beza knew, that Stephens's had u 
the whole fifteen written copies belide the Compl. 
edition; and as Stephens had quoted only ſeven at 
x John V, 7. for a certain omiſhon, Beza ſuppoling, 
firſt, that more than ſeven of Stephens's MSS. con- 
tained. the Catholic Epiſtles, and ſecondly that Ste- 
phens had noted all the variations from his own 


not the quoted 1188. in his poſſeſſion: for no man 
who has a MS. lying before him, would ſay Codex 

habebat, but would ſay rl habet. Beza ſpeaks 
very frequently in the paſt time, when he mentions 
Stephens's MSS., but not, when he * the two, 
which he himſelf poſſeſſed, © 


18. You were fo ſenſible of the force of the word deerat, 
that though immediately before this example you had 
quoted twenty other examples from Beza's firſt edi- 
tion, you ſuddenly deſert it in this inſtance, to quote 
from a latter edition, in which deeſt is printed, inſtead 
of deerat. You really, Sir, are an excellent manager 
of controverſy. 34 


— 
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text xv, concluded, that ſome of them at leaſt con- 
tained 1 John V. 7 entire, though he did not at- 


tempt to gueſs how many 29, and wrote extat in 
nonnullis Stephani veteribus libris.“ Now, Sir, if 


you reflect only a moment, you will perceive that 
Beza, if he had actually uſed Stephens's M88. if 


thoſe MSS. had all contained the Catholic Epiſtles, 
and any number of them, let the number be what 


19. That this ſappolition is falſs has been fully proved 
in the ſecond letter. It is however excuſable in Beza, 
as he lived at a time, when ſacred criticiſm was 

hardly advanced beyond a ſtate of infancy. ..- . 

20. You are not ſatisfied with the moderation of Beza in 
the ſixteen copies contained the Catholic Epiſtles, 

which, without the leaſt ceremony, you introduce as 

evidence for 1 John V. 7. Wetſtein and Griesbach on 
te contrary, contend that Stephens collated only 


ſeven MSS. of the Catholic Epiltles, for this cogent - 


. reaſon that Stephens (unleſs you chuſe to argue from 
the typographical error at 2 Pet. I. 4.) has quoted only 
- ſeven MSS. in the Catholic Epiſtles, all of which are 


noted at 1 John V. 7. as omitting d, tc ee. Even 


therefore if it were true, that the ſemicircle was not 
misplaced, you could quote only ſeven, and thoſe 
ſeven for only a. part of the verſe. . If you are not la- 
tisfied with Wetſtein and Griesbach, hear what Mill 
ſays, who defended the disputed pallage. Hoc certe 
errore irretiti haud panci, cum in celebri illo S. Joan- 
nis loco de triplici teſtimonio Patris, Verbi, et S. Spi- 


©  ritns 1 Epiſt. V. 7. ſeprem duntaxat videant exempla- 


ria, in quibus omiſſum fit illud & rg de, inrrepide 
ſtatim concludunt reliqua octo textum illum integrum 
nullaque ſui parte detruncatum repraeſentare: cum 
tamen iſtorum codicum varietates ad marginem collo- 
catas ſedulo per N. T. expendenti conſtet, e quinde- 
cim codicibus Stephanicis, non niſi ſeptem ad margi- 
nem iſtius loci notatos Epiſtolam hanc Joannis ex li- 
bere: reliquos omnes vel Evangeliorum eſſe, vel alia- 
rum ſaltem N. T. partium. Prol. , 1157. 


this inſtance, but thy it probable p. 397. that all 


ö 
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it . contained 1 John V. 7, — not have 
uſed ſuch an indeterminate. expreſſion as extat * in 
nonnullis. 6. That Beza's edition of the New Tes- 
tament (that is, of the Latin Teſtament) of 1556 


Was printed in the office of Robert Stephens, and 
that in chis very edition Beza repeated in his Note 


to 1 John V. 2. what Stephens's margin repreſenis p 
in regard to the ſeven MSS. is no argument that 
Stephens's notation | was accurate, unleſs you can 
ſuew, firſt, that Stephens corrected the ſheets of 
Beza's Latin Teſtament, before they were printed 
off, and ſecondly that he detected his own miltakes, 
and communicated the amendments to Beza. But 
that the latter is not true I have already ſhewn, by 
quoting examples, where Stephens had erred, and 
where Beza. has followed him. - Your ſev enth, 
eighth, and ninth arguments 22, in defence of this 
momentons ſemicircle, are intended to ſhew that it 


was not placed wrong by deſign. Yau ſay that 


Stephens's pride as an author would have prevented 
the commiſſion of a fraud, and that neither his pre- 
judices in favour of popery, nor his fear of the 
Romiſh power could. have occahoned it. Now that 

Stephens had nothing to fear from an open avowal 
in ſo critical a place as i John V. 7. is not true: for 
his patron Francis I. was dead, and he was expoſed 
to the vengeance of the Paris Divine, who had al- 
ready prohibited the, ſale of his editions of the Vul- 
gate, and would have brought perhaps the editor 
himſelf to the ſtake, if he had not timely escaped. 
As to his prejudices, it is true that he had none in 
en of r , but he n had in favour 


21. In nis firſt edition of the N. T. Beza laid Jegimars 


£ but an recollection he altered it to tar, which is in 


the editions of 1582, 1589, _ 1598. 
22. Pag. 197 — 20a. | 
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of Calviailm; which in the profiler caſe would "NE 


mer ſuggeſted. Theſe three ar 


produced the ſame effect. That his pride as an au- 


thor would have prevented him from the commiſ- 


Ron of a critical fraud I readily grant, if he had not 


| rm under the rod of an inquiſition: but as 


in general more ſjgongly than pride, 
the latter would not have preveed what the for- 
nents therefore 
are of no more value than the fix fifſt. You leave 
the queſtion therefore, at iſſue, not whether the 
ſemicircle was placed wrong or not, for that ques- 


ion is fully decided, but whether its falſe polition 


was owing to accident or deſign. Which of theſe 
two cauſes operated is of little conſequence: but I 
would rather ſuppoſe the firſt, becauſe the very 
ſame accident has ſo frequently happened in other 
parts of Stephens's Greek Teſtament, where no other 
cauſe can be well aſſigned, than the Ban of 
me Printer. 


I come now to a very curious argument for 
the right poſition of Stephens's ſemicircle, which 
you have gravely copied p. 202. from Profeſſor Por- 
ſon's Letters P. 98, without perceiving that the 
Profeſſor gave it in a tone of irony, little expecting, 
that any man, who called himſelf a critic, would 
ever made a ſerious uſe of it. He ſaid p. gg. In the 
edition of 1545 Robert Stephens has printed two 
verſions, which he calls the Old and the New: the 
Old is the received Vulgate, the New is a transla- 
tion from the Greek made by Robert, or ſome 
learned man under his inſpection. The Old as 

might be expected retains 1 John V. 7, the New 
dismiſſes it from the text, but puts a ſtar after teſti- 
monium dant, and adds in the margin Pater, Ver- 
bum, et Spiritus ſanctus, et hi tres unum ſunt. Et 
tres funt qui tellimonium dant in — 


iritus eto. 


— 
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Sic legunt quaedam exemplaria Graeca.” He then 
told you that if you put this Note to the torture, it 
would ſpeak, and confeſs that theſe exemplaria 
Graeca 25 omitted in coelo, becauſe the marginal 
reading, which is to follow teſtimonium dant, be- 
gins with Pater, not with in coelo Pater.” Now as 
you really have put this note to torture, I beg leave 
to alk you one queſtion. When it is ſaid of a 
Greek MS. that # omits the whole of x John V. 7, 
would you deduce an argument from this aſſertion 
that the MS. did not omit &y 74 yy in the eighth 
verſe, merely becaule ey T9 yy was not particularly 
ſpecified in the aſſertion? Certainly not, for all 
the Greek MSS. which ont the 7 verſe omit like - 
wiſe & 75 yj in the eighth, though a lax mode of 


| ſpeaking is generally uſed, and we ſay. ſuch and 


ſuch a MS. omits 1 John V. 7, without noticing gv 


175 J in the eighth verſe. . In like manner R. Ste» 


phens, who printed the disputed paſſage in the Old 
verſion, but not m the New, gave the reader to 
underſtand in general terms, that the paſlage, 
though he rejected it from the New verſion made 
immediately from the Greek, was yet contained in 
quaedam exemplaria Graeca: and being more atten- 
tive to the ſubject than to the words, began with 
Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus ſanctus, without no- 
ticing in coelo. To argue therefore to the omiſſion 
of ey T@ 8gavg. in theſe exemplaria Graeca merely 
from Stephens's ſilence, is the ſame 24 as if we ar+ 


23. I purpoſely retain Stephens's own words, becauſe 
they admit of more than one interpretation. 


24. The caſes are exactly parallel: for as we know of no 
Greek MS. which rejects 1 John V. 7. without rejecting 
at the ſame time & 7y 7 Ver. 8, ſo we know of no 
Greek MS. which retains 1John V. 7, without retain- 


ing & 16 1 


& 


* 


5 


. vir. 


. 
gued to ths erde of ey TH yiin a Greek MS. Suh 
the ſimple aſſertion that it omitted x John V. 2. 
Further e word Spiritus at the end of Stephens's 
quotation entirely defeats your borrowed argu- 
ment. For the only ground, on Which you can con- 
tend that ey 76 82219 was omitted in theſe exempla- 
ria Graeca, is that their text may be determined 


by adding 9 Stephens's text and margin, 


from a compoſition of which you work out the 
omiſſion of in oOelo.“ But the laſt word in the 


quotation being ſpiritus, and the ſtar or aſteriſk 


being placed in the text between dant and ſpiritus, 


it neceſſarily follows from your mode of reaſonin 
khat in theſe exemplaria Graeca the word mv 
was written twice together: As you certain] 
' muſt acknowledge that this concluſion would be 
falſe, you muſt acknowledge that the other is 
equally ungrounded, for they both depend on the 


ſame principle. If Robert Stephens had ſtrictly at- 


tended in this marginal reading, to the preciſeneſs 
of verbal criticiſm, and had intended that the quoted 


words ſhould exactly fill up the vacancy, where the 


aſterilk is placed in the text of the New Verſion, it 


is evident that he would not have added ſpiritus at 
the end of the quotation, ſince ſpiritns is in the 
text: much leſs would he have added what he real- 
ly has done, an etc. after ſpiritus. He has made 


however a notation in this paſſage, though you 
have left it unnoticed, which aſcertains the preciſe 
quantity of text, which he meant to aſcribe to 
| theſe exemplaria Graeca. For in the text of the 


Vulgate, which is printed in the adjacent column 
the words in coelo Pater, Verbum et Spiritus ſan- 
ctus, et hi tres unum ſunt. Et tres ſunt qui teſti- 
monium dant in terra” are incloſed between an obe- 
Jus. and ſemicircle, and theſe are the very words, 
which are omittedin the New Verſion. When an aſte- 
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riſk therefore is inſerted in the New Verſion 17, in 
the place where theſe words are omitted, and a 
reading is quoted in the margin, to which an aſte- 
rilk is likewiſe prefixed, and of which Stephens 
obſerves "ſic legunt quaedam exemplaria Graeca,”- 
an obſervation which he thought neceſſary, leſt 
'the reader ſhould conclude from his having rejected 
the pallage, that it was contained in no exemplar 
Graecum, it is certain that however the quoted 
paſſage may begin or end in the margin, he could 
have no other intention than to ſignify that thoſe 
very words, which he had incloſed between the 
obelus and ſemicircle in the Vulgate, and had re- 
- jected from the New Verſion, compoſed the paſſage 
in which the quoted copies agreed with the former 
and differed from the latter. For this reaſon, when 
Stephens's edition of 1545 was reprinted at Hanau 
in 1605, the word Spiritus, which was redundant 
at the end, was retrenched, and in coelo, which 
failed at the beginning was ſupplied, ſo that in this 
edition the marginal reading contains as it ought, 
the words which the Old Verſion has in addition to 
the New, and no more. *But even if it were not 
ſo certain that theſe quoted copies, whatever they 
may be, had sv Tc sans as well as the reſt of 
x John V. 7, ſtill you cannot apply Stephens's nota- 


25. The aſteriſk and the obelus correſpond to each other, 
and ſhew how much one verſion has more than the 
other, oo | 


26. The title of. this edition is Teſtamenti Veteris et 
Novi Biblia ſacra, ex Hebraeo et Graeco Latina facta. 
Altera tralatio vetus eſt, altera nova, cum annotatio- 
nibus Francisci Vatabli: prout utramque Regio privi- 
legio ornatam Robertus Stephanus anno MDXLYV. 
Lutetiae edidit. Hanoviae 1605. 406. 
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tion in his Latin Teſtament of 1545, as an explana- 
tion of his notation in his Greek Teſtament of 1550, 
unleſs you can ſhew that the exemplaria Graeca 
quoted at 1 John V. 2. in the former, were no other 


than the Greek MSS. which he has quoted at the | 


ſame place in the latter. And this you will find to 
be wholly impoſhble, though you have taken it 
for granted, as a matter which admitted of no 
doubt #7. Nay you cannot prove that exemplaria 
Graeca in this place denote Greek manuſcripts at all, 
for exemplar may ſignify a printed as well as a 
. written copy #5; and fince in the year 1545 ſome 
editions of the Greek Teſtament contained the dis- 
puted pallage, while others rejected it 29, there 
would be no impropriety in taking exemplaria, un- 
qualified as it is by any epithet, in the ſenſe of 
exemplaria impreſſa. But a different interpretation 


27. Whoever truſts to your repreſentation muſt ſuppoſe 
that R. Stephens himſelf had made this declaration; 
for you ſay in poſitive terms p. 202, In his Latin 
Teſtament of 1545 he gave infofmation to the learned 
world that ſome of his MSS. did omit the words & 7 
tears in the very ſame manner, in which he ſtated that 
omiſſion more fully, five years ſubſequent to this in- 
formation in the margim of his Greek Teſtament af 
1550.“ Now, Sir, R. Stephens gave no ſuch infor- 
mation : the information comes only from yourſelf, 
and it is founded on a falſe interpretation of Stephens's 

Note in his edition of 1545. : 


28. For that reaſon R. Stephens in the Preface to his 
Greek Teſtament of 1550, where he ſpeaks of his 
Greek MSS., adds to Exemplaria, where it occurs for 
the firſt time in that Preface, the epithet ſcripta. 


29. Of the few editions which were publiſhed before 
1545, ſix omitted zIoha V. 7. 
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has been in general adopted, and theſe quaedam ex- 


emplaria Graeca have been explained of the. Codex 
Britannicus quoted by Erasmus, and the Codex Ste- 


phani &, or Complutenſian edition. Whether Ste- 


phens ever gave this explanation himſelf in any 
other of his publications 3® I know not; but this 
at leaſt is certain that in the Hanau re-impreſhon, 
in which I gan hardly ſuppoſe that the editor would 
have inſerted an explanation without ſome authori- 
ty, the words exemplaria Graeca are immediately 
followed by Britannicus nempe Codex et Complu- 
tenſis, juxta Hieronymi lectionem 3, If Robert 
Stephens ever gave this explanation, your argu- 
ment proves againſt yourſelf: if he never gave this 
explanation, your argument proves nothing. 


30. Beſide the large octavo edition of the Latin Bible, 
which has been the ſubject of inquiry in this para- 
88 R- Stephens publiſhed likewiſe in 1545 A Latin 
ition containing the N. T. only, and of a ſmaller 

ſize, This edition, I have not been able to procure: 
but that ſuch an edition exiſts is certain, for both Le 
Long and Simon, who for editions publiſhed in Paris 

are certainly good authority, deſcribe and diſtinguiſh 

it from the large octavo edition of the ſame year. Le 
Long in his Bib. ſacra Tom. I. p. 277. ed. Paris 1723, 
deſcribes the former thus, Nov. Teſt. Lat. cum variis 
lectionibas, 2 Vol. in 12. Ibid; Rob. Stephani 1545: 
the latter he deſcribes p. 290. See alſo Simon Hiſt, 
crit. des Verſ. du N. T. Ch. XI. and Le Long Bib. ſa- 

cra ed. Maſch. P. II. Vol. III. p. 187, 192, 281. 734 


31. The whole marginal notation at 1 John V. 7. in the 
Hanau reimpreſhon runs thus: In coelo, Pater, Ver- 
bum et Spiritus ſanctus, et hi tres unum ſunt, Et 
tres ſunt qui teſtimonium dant in terra, etc. Sic le- 
gunt quaedam exemplaria Graeca , Brytannicus nempe 
Codex et Complutenſis, juxta Hieronymi lectionem. 
From this edition Bengel quoted, in his Appar. crit. 
p. 454 ed. 2da where he ſays of Stephens, Nullum 
alium habuit quem citaret. RF 
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At length I am arrived, with joy do I ſpeak: 
ir, at your eleventh and laſt argument. You ſay 
p. 415. Let R. Stephens by his Latin Teſtament 32 
of 1539 determine the dispute about his Greek Tes- 
tament of 1550. Now, Sir, I readily accept the 


challenge, and conſent that Stephens's Latin Teſta- 


ment ſhall finally decide the dispute about the 
Greek, but then this deciſion muſt be founded on 
Stephens's own repreſentation, not on your com- 
mentary. In the edition then of 1539 the words 
*m coelo Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus ſanctus, et hi 


tres unum ſunt. Et tres ſunt qui teſtimonium dant in 


terra” are incloſed between an obelns and ſemicircle, 
and in the margin is the following notation 'Vet. Di. 
0. I. Ge. I. Do. Here you will obſerve that though 
Latin MSS. only are quoted by name 33, Stephens 
has virtually quoted Greek authority for the omiſ- 
fion of this paſſage. He expreſsly declares in the 


preface to this edition, that the readings which he 
quotes from Latin manuſcripts are ſuch only as are 
ſupported by Hebrew authority in the Old Teſta- 


ment, and by Greek authority in the Ney 34, In 


32. This edition is commonly known by the name of 

Stephens's Vulgate of 1540; for though the title - page 

prefixed to the New Teſtament is dated 1539, yet that 

. which is prefixed to the Old Teſtament, and is the firſt 

and principal title-page, is dated 1540. Le Long 

and Simon therefore, whenever they ſpeak of this 
edition, mention it with the latter date. 


33. The abbreviations Di. o. I. denote Cod. Dionyſianus 
boblongus, and Cod. Dion. latus: Ge. I. denotes Codex 
Germanenſis latus, and Do. ſignifies Codex Do- 
34. His own words are, Cenſuimus in Conſilium ad- 
/ *hibendos noſtrates Theologos, quorum ſententia fuit 
ut antiquiſſimos quosque codices exculos in exempla- 
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the paſſage in queſtion therefore Greek authdrity 
is actually. implied in the quotation of Latin autho- 
rity. Further the abbreviation Vet., of which you 


take no notice, does not lignify Veteres codices La- 
tini, though placed before the names of Latin ma- 


nuſcripts. For if you conſult the ſmall octavo edi- 
tion 35 of 1541, you will find the ſame words in 


coelo Pater etc. incloſed between the obelus and ſe- 
micircle, and in the margin the notation Vet. alone, 


and unaccompanied by. the mark of any Latin ma- 
nuſcript. Further R. Stephens hamſelf, in his ad- 
dreſs to the reader, printed at the end of the edition 
of 1541, ſays Lectionem veterum codicum Latino- 
rum cum Graecis libris congruentem in margine in- 


teriori collocavimus, iſto trium literarum compen- 


dio adſcripto, Vet. quod lectionis veteris lectorem 
admoneret. R. Stephens therefore declares as plain- 


ly as words can ſpeak, that he has condemned by 


his 'obelus, on the authority of Libri Graeci, all 
the words which begin with in coelo and end with 
in terra. Nay what-is contrary to Stephens's uſual 
practice, he is really diffuſe in his explanation of 
this matter: for ſoon after the words juſt quoted 


rla nobis proponeremus, ita tamen ut quae aliter in 
vetuſtiſſunis MSS. codicibus legerentur, er cum Hebrai- 
cis et Graecis libris amice conſpirarent, ea margo inte- 
rior noſtrorum Bibliorum vindicaret. He then adds, 
Horum itaque ſententiam ſecuti etc. and laſtly hg ſays, 
Voarias autem et à multis ſaeculis repetitas lectiones, 
Juae ramen cum Hebraico et Graeco contextu conſent iebant, 
in margine interiori magna diligentia et fide excuden- 
das curavimus. n 3D 


* 


35. This edition contains the N. T. only in two ſmall 
volumes. Various readings are quoted in the margin, 
but the names of the MSS. annexed to them in the 
edition of 1539 are here omitted. - _ a 
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he adds, Aſteriscos et obeliscos non omiſimus: illos 
ut quae in Graecis libris amplius erant, elucerent: 
iſtos vero ut quod in veteri tralatione abundabat 
juxta Graecum exemplar confoderemus, Origenem 
et Hieronymum ſequuti. In Stephens's edition of 


the Latin N. T. printed in 1543 the very ſame nota- 


tion 36 is made as in that of 1541. Of the edition 
of 1545 I have already ſpoken: and in the edition 
printed in 1546, when R. Stephens had certainly 
collated his Greek manuſcripts, for his firſt edition 


of the Greek Teſtament was publiſhed in the ſame 


year, you will find the very ſame notation, as in 
chat of 1539. Not one therefore, but all Stephens's 
Latin editions, which contain various readings with 
reference to Greek authority 37, are uniformly 


againſt you. And ſince the ſemicircle is placed af- 


ter terra, in the editions of 1539, 1541, 1543, 1545, 
and 1546, we ſhould conclude, even if we had no 
other argument than that of analogy, that it was 
equally the intention of R. Stephens to place it after 
J and not after ggavp, in the edition of,1550. 


Here I will cloſe the discuſſion of this momen- 
tous ſemicircle; for, if after all that I have written 
on this ſubject, you ſhould ſtill retain your former 
opinion, it will be uſeleſs to make any further ef- 
forts to convince you. I have ſhewn that all the 


36. The edition of 1543 I have not ſeen: but I quote it 
on the authority of a friend, whom I requeſted to 
conſult it in the _— of the Duke of 3 at 
Stuttgard. | 


37. R. Stephens publiſhed three editions of the Vulgate 
prior to the year 1539. viz. in 1528, 1532 and 1534. 
But that of 1528 has no marginal readings whatſoever; 
and in thoſe of 1532 and 1534 the marginal readings 
are not A. INF with the abbreviation Vet. 
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| arguments , by which you endeavour to defend 


tits right poſition, either prove nothing, or prove 


againſt yourſelf: and by eſtabliſhing the identity of 
the Codex Stephani yy and the Codex Vatabli, I 
have ſhewn that the controverſy now at iſſue be- 
tween us muſt be decided againſt you 3%. Whether 
you will write an anſwer to theſe Letters, and en- 
deavour to confute the arguments by which I think 
I have confirmed the politions maintained in the 
Note, which you had called in queſtion; I muſt 


38. After having ſaid P. 414. Mr Marſh's argument 
does nos ſhew that the ſemicircle of R. Stephens is 
misplaced,” you immediately add, „It will not be 
too ſtrong an obſervation to remark that ſuch accula- 
tions tarniſh not his well earned honours.” When I 
firſt read this ſentence, I really thought that you meant 
to pay me a compliment, and that it was intended as 
a kind of apology for your attack. Judge therefore of 
my mortification, when I found this ſentence followed 
by They prove nothing —, but the precipitancy of 

His accuſers.” Then, and not till then did I discover 
your meaning. Whether my arguments are really 
ſach as you aſſert, and prove nothing but my own 

ecipitancy, it is not for me to determine. The 

ious word **Accuſer” really excites a ſmile, when 1 
conſider that the whole fact, for which I contend is 
ſimply this, an Erratum in the poſition of a crotchet. 
If you think a miſtake of this kind ſuch a grievous 
crime, you would have acted more prudently, if you 
had not turned author. You conſider yourſelf, as the 
defender of Robert Stephens: but if Robert were now 
alive, I believe he would not thank you for defending 
the blunders of his compoſitor. On the contrary hs 
would call you his accuſer, .and me his defender: for 
you aſcribe a poſition, which is undoubtedly falſe, to 
actual deſign, whereas I explain it. as a mere overſight, 
which is no impeachment; either of his learning, or of 
his integrity. Credo igitur, fi Stephanus jam vivat, 
Patrocinium iſtud manibus as pedibus repulſurum. 
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leave to be determined by yeunlell. > If you ſhould 
be able to make any ſolid objections, I ſhall be 
ready to give them a fair and candid hearing: and 
whatever miſtakes you are able to point out, I 
ſhall be ready to acknowledge and to retract : for, 
as theſe Letters, though all the ſeven are not very 
conſiderable in D , contain a conſiderable quan- 
tity of matter, it is hardly poſſihle, that I ould 
have gone through the talk, without making ſome 
| few. tmiſtakes. I am informed by- my friends in 
England that you are at preſent very buſily em- 
ployed at Cheſter, in collating the Codex Vatabli, 
which you have borrowed for that purpoſe from 
the Univerſity of Cambridge; and that you are en- 
deavouring to discover contradictions between the 
readings of this MS. and the quotations aſcribed in 
Stephens's margin to the Codex ry. It is therefore 
not improbable that before my defence arrives in 
England, (if it ever ſhould arrive, for I have ſome 
doubts whether it will be conducted into a Britiſh 
or a French harbour) you will have made a ſecond 
attack. I hope, however, that I have conducted the 
proof of the identity of the manuſcripts in ſuch a 
manner, as not only to have anſwered the objec- 
tions, which you have already gnade, but alſo to 
have anticipated thoſe „which you probably will 
make: and if on examining your next publication, 
I ſhould find that this is really true, I ſhall think it 
unneceſſary to trouble either yourſelf or the public 
with any future replies, but ſhall leave the learned 
to determine from the documents, which have 
been laid before them. Indeed I haye left you ſo 
little to perform on this ſubject, that there is hard- 
ly a poſhbility of your producing even a plauſible 
argument for the non- identity of the manuſcripts, 
much leſs of * the demonſtration , W T 
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have given in the fourth letter. For all che read- 
ings without exception, which Stephens had quo- 
ted from the Codex ry alone, which amount to not 


Jeſs than forty three, and which are in fact the de- 


ciſive readings, when the queſtion relates to identi- 
ty and diverſity, have been already examined in 
the preceding Letters ?, and have been ſhewn to 
afford a probability of the identity of the MSS. of 
more than two Nonillions to Unity, a probability 


ſo enormous, that you will hardly refuſe it the 
name of a moral certainty. Of the readings, which 


Stephens had quoted from the Codex ry in conjunc- 
tion with other manuſcripts, I have examined 49 
not leſs than fifty three, Which are decidedly in 
my favour: and theſe fifty three include al the 
readings in the Catholic Epiſtles, which Stephens 


has quoted from the Codex ry. in conjunction with 


other manuſcripts , and the moſt remarkable 
readings of this deſcription throughout the Acts of 
the Apoſtles, and the Epiſtles of St. Paul. The 


| Whole number therefore, which I have examined, 


is ninety fix. And ſince the Codex gy is quoted 
throughout the Acts, the Epiſtles of St. Paul, and 
the Catholic Epi liles (for che MS. contained no 


more) only an hundred and eighty two times, there 


remain for your examination only eighty fix: two 
and thirty of which are ſo common, that Stephens 


has quoted them, as being in all his MSS. of the 


39. See Letter ad. 3d. and 5th, 
40. See Letter 5th. 
41. In the Catholic Epiſtles therefore F have nts 


all the readings of the Codex 175 Whether lingular or 


* common, 
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Acts and the Epiſtles; and the remaining 
Four 42 are not only common to ſeveral MSS., but 
conſiſt for the moſt part of only ſingle words. But 
if readings, which have never been quoted from 
any other MS. than the Codex /, are found in the 
Codex Vatabli, we may certainly expect to find in 
it thoſe, which are common to a multitude: if 
readings, which conſiſt of eight, thirteen, and fif- 
teen words #3 are found in the Codex Vatabli, as 
Stephens has quoted them from the Codex iy, we 
may ſurely expect to find ſuch, as conſiſt only of 
one word. I have therefore no doubt that in the 
eighty ſix readings Which I have not examined 44 
there is the ſame general agreement, as in the nine- 
ty ſix which I have. Suppoſe, however, you ſhould 
discover on the whole a dozen variations, and more 
you will hardly discover, they will no more affect 
the identity of the manuſcripts, than the forty 
eight contradictions, which I have given in the 
* 88 208 the identity of the Codex & 


42. Theſe fey four are in fact the only readings of tha 
Codex iy, which remain for your examination: for 
let the number of contradictions, among the thirty 
two, which are quoted by the general and vague no- 
tation x, be ever lo great, no critic will admit them, 
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43. Inſtances of this kind are among the readings which 
I have examined in the fifth Letter. 


44. If I had been in 8 when I wrote ; theſe 
Letters, I ſhould have examined theſe readings, inſigni- 
ficant as they are: but having already received the 
| Important and deciſive documents, I was unwilling 
to give my friends the unneceſſary trouble of, ſeeking 
for thoſe, which, if found, would be of no une. * 


and the Complutenſian edition. Laſtly if you pro- 


duce readings from the Codex Vatabli in places, 
where Stephens has no quotation from the Codex ry, 


they will be no more to your purpoſe, than fo many 


extracts from the Codex Bezae, or the Codex Vati- 
canus. This matter I have ſo fully explained, part- 
ly in the ſecond Letter, and partly in the Poſt- 
ſcript to the ſixth, that any further remarks on it 
would be wholly ſuperfluous. And as the Appen- 
dix annexed to theſe Letters will contain a general 
examination of the principles, by which you en- 
deavour to eſtabliſh the non-identity of manu- 
ſcripts, as well as a particular review of the ex- 
amples, which you have quoted for this purpoſe 
from the MSS. you collated in Paris, I truſt it will 
contain alſo a full reply to whatever arguments, 
you can produce againſt the Codex Vatabli. With 
this view I undertake the laborious talk of wading 
through your collation of the Paris manuſcripts; 
chuling rather to exhauſt the ſubject, now I am 
once engaged in it, than to be interrupted at a fu- 
ture period, when I have reſumed the work 45, from 
which our controverſy has obliged me during 
many. months to deſiſt. J again declare therefore, 
that, if your next publication ſhould contain argu- 
ments of the ſame kind, as thoſe, which you will 
find already confuted, and it is hardly poſhble, 
for the reaſons aſſigned in this paragraph, that it 
thould contain any other, you may be aſſured, that 
I ſhall not trouble you with a reply. To be left 
in poſſeſſion of the field is an honour, of which TI 
am not ambitious; for though in military combats 


| 23 ſecond part of Michaelis's introduction to the 
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he Ne gives the laſt downs: 1s confidleted;: as the 


oonqueror, yet in literary engagements the wreath 
of victory is conferred; not on him, who has writ- 
ten laſt, but on him, Who has written moſt to 


the purpoſe. 


it 
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APPENDIX No. I. 


RXAMINATION OF THE ARGUMENTS USED BY nr. TRAVIS 
p. 220 — 241, OF THE LAST EDITION, TO PROVE THAT 


THE EIGHT Muss. BORROWED BY R. STEPHENS FROM THE + 


ROYAL LIBRARY IN PARIS, AND QUOTED IN HIS GREEK 
TESTAMENT OF 1550, BY THE MARKS , 3, , , b , 
4% 16, ARE NOT THE SAME, AS THE Mss. WHICH ARE AT ' 

PRESENT NUMBERED IN THAT LIBRARY 84, 106, 


II2, 72, 47, Or 49, 62, I02, 237- 


Codex Stephani Codex Ak $4. 

NR prove the non - identity of the MS. 84 and Stephens's 
MS. v, you? have produced ten examples: and five more, to 
prove that the MS. $4 is not any one of the MSS. quoted 
by Stephens. Now the ten firſt examples prove, that ten 
readings aſcribed in Stephens's margin to the MS. y, vary 
from ten quotations, which you have made from the MS. 
84. But before we conclude that the MSS. themſelves are 
different, it muſt be ſhewn; 15t that you have made no 
miſtake in collating the MS. $4; adly that Stephens's col- 
lator made no miſtake; 3dly that Stephens's compoſitor ſet 
no word wrong; and gthly that the mark y was not ſet by 


1. 18 N %, T, 4, „, F, 6, i, 4, d be The Ts . *αα bail 
EI KeYeAomgeTesdTys HNE,ðBñνν e AuQNvra briyongd 54. 
Steph. Praef. in N. T. ed. 1550. 


2. In the firſt and ſecond numbers of this Appendix I ſhall con- 
tinue the epiltolary ſtyle, and uſe the ſecond perſon, 
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miſtake, for the mark of ſomeſ other manuſcript 2. For, if 
any of theſe cauſes have operated, and operate they cer- 
tainly did, unleſs both you and Stephens, together with your 
aſſiſtants, were inſpired, you and Stephens may have uſed 
the ſame MS. and yet have aſcribed to it, in ten or even 
twenty places, very different readings. Both Mill and 
 Wetſtein collated - the Codex Bezae: yet I could eaſily pro- 
duce many more than twenty examples, in which they quote 
this MS. very differently. The cauſes of error in Stephens's 
edition I have already explained: at preſent therefore I 
will examine the accuracy or inaccuracy, with which you 
. yourſelf, Sir, havg executed your office, namely, as far 
as can be done, without an actual compariſon of your quo- 
tations from the Paris MSS. with the originals themſelves. 
Now I admit that the ten firſt examples, which you have 
brought as proofs of the non- identity of the MS. 84 and 
Stephens's MS, y, make a reſpectable appearance, more ſo 
indeed than any ſet of examples which, you have produced 
in your whole collation: for your ten quotations from the 
MS. $4 really differ from the ten correſpondent readings 
aſcribed in Stephens's margin to the MS. y. But even here 


3. As this miſtake happens daily and hourly in every printing of- 
fice (ſee the Poſtſcript to Letter VI. Note 25) it is probable 
that ſeveral of the readings in Stephens's margin, which differ 
from your quotations from the Paris MSS,, have had- wrong 
marks affixed to them by Stephens's compoſitor. For inſtance, 


at John VI. 63, the Codex Bezae, which is no other than the 


Codex Stephani 4 (this queſtion is finally determined by the 
General Theorem explained in the fourth letter) has A 
inſtead of the common reading Ag. Here therefore Stephens's 
margin ſhould have exhibited NANA. g. inſtead of which we 
find acadayxz. Y. This is one of the examples, which you 
quote, to prove that the MS. y is not the ſame as the MS. $4, 
which you ſay has in this paſſage, not acadayxe, but Aa. 

Many other of your contradictions might be explained in the 
ſame manner: but as it is my preſent intention, to ſhew merely 
the inſufficiency of your proofs, and not to reconcile your colla- 


tion frith Stephens's margin, T ſhall ay nothing farther on this 
a ſubject. 
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I have ſtrong reaſons for ſuſpecting that you ha made 
miſtakes “, eſpecially ip the two firſt examples. You ſay 
that the MS. $4 reads reh «gy«ow at Matth. V. 27, whereas, 
according to Stephens, the MS. y omitted roi ogyeiow in 
that verſe. Here I am inclined to believe that you have 


hit upon a wrong verſe in the MS. 84: for the five words 


nuacare 074 & ro gy ao Occur three times in this chap- 
ter, Ver. 21, 27, 33. In the firſt and laſt places all the 
Greek MSS. hitherto collated, and therefore moſt probably 
the MS. 84, retain rer «ger: but in Ver, 27 rent «gy otow 
is rejected, not only by Stephens's y, but by moſt other - 
Greek Manuſcripts *. Now as no Greek MS. is divided into 
verles, m therefore you could not turn at once to Ver. 


4. Even if you have made no miſtakes, and the Ms. 84 really differs 
in ten places from the readings quoted in Stephens's margin with 
the mark y annexed to them, ſtill thele ten contradictions will 
not prove that Stephens's MS. „ is not the MS. 84. For I have 
ſhewa in the ſixth letter that a twelfth part of the readings, 
quoted in Stephen's margin, as readings. of the Complutenſian 
edition, are not in that edition. Conſequently we may expect 
that a twelfth part of the readings quoted as thoſe of the Codex 
y are not in the Codex y. But the Codex y is quoted in the 
four Gospels (for it contained no more) an hundred and ſixty | 
nige times, excluſive of the places, where it is comprehended 
under the general notation #. or i» n4c;. We may expect then, that 
not leſs than fourteen readings quoted in Stephens's margin with 
the mark y annexed to them are not in the MS. ro which they 
are aſcribed, ſince Stephens's.collator hardly made fewer miſtakes 
in collating a manuſeript, than in collating à legibly printed 
book. It is evident therefore, that ten contradictions between 
the MS. 84, and the readings quoted in Stephens's margin with 
the mark , are very inſufficient to prove that the MS, 84 is 
not the MS, which Stephens's denoted by this mark, And if ta 
the readings which are quoted with the mark y in particular, 
you add thoſe which are quoted with the mark v. or ii rd, we 
may expect above twenty contradictions between the Codex 7 
and Stephens's quotations from it, for with this addition the 

whole number is two hundred and forty ſeven. 


5. Wetſtein alone has quoted not leſs than bfty ſeven, which 
reject it. * | 


9, üs in u modern printed edition, is was two chances 


to one, as the ſame paſlage jxicare &i &Qje9n vol appar 


occurs three times, and in places not far diſtant from each 
other, that your eye caught one of the wrong places: and 
if it did, you of courſe found re egyxici in the MS. 84; 
but in that caſe, you and Stephens have copied from dif- 
| ferent verſes, and therefore it is not extraordinary that 
your quotations ſhould differ. Even if you attended to the 
Ammonian ſections, you were not exempt from the dan- 


ger of error; becauſe the two Verſes 27 and 33 are in the 


ſame ſection . A ſimilar miſtake I ſuſpect that you have 
made in regard to your ſecond example. You ſay that the 
MS, 84 reads & A, exo\vcy Matth. V. 32. whereas, according 
to Stephens, the MS. „ had sar 6 «xovey in this verſe. 
Here again the ſame paſſage occurs twice: for the ſeven 
words #7: & , eTolvoy Tyr Ew & vrd, are in the 318t 38 
well as in the 32d verſe, and ſo near to each other, that 
they are not only in the ſame Ammonian ſection, but like- 
wile, as printed in Stephens's edition, and therefore not 
improbably as written ? in the MS. 84, in two contiguous 
lines. In the 32d verſe not only the MS. 5, but a conſi- 
derable numbers of other Greek manuſcripts read = 6 
Axchier, inſtead of & & eromvcy: | Whereas no Greek MS. 
has been hitherto quoted for this variation in the 318t verſe. 
If therefore you hit upon 37: & & envoy rr yurkine «urs 
where it occurs for the firſt time, as you ealily might, you 
of courſe found the ſame reading, as in the common text: 
but in that caſe it will prove nothing, becauſe it was not 
taken from the ſame place, as the reading quoted by Ste- 
phens from the MS. . I will not affirm that you really 
have exchanged the verſes in theſe two examples, yet ſince 


6. Namely At. 


7. In your Appendix p. 61. you deſcribe this MS, as being of the 


quarto ſize. | | . 


8. Wetſtein alone quotes twenty 3 * 


2 838 


902 
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it is not improbable that you have 9, the difference between | 
your quotations, and thoſe of un will not afford 
ue evidence of the non · identity of the MSS. 


The five examples, which you have produced, to 
ſhew that the MS. 84 is neither Stephens's MS. 5, nor any 
other of his MSS. make a much leſs reſpectable figure, than 
the preceding: for the firſt proves nothing, the fourth proves 
againſt yourſelf, and the fifth is really falſe. | In the firſt 
example you ſay, the MS. 84 reads 'rg &zxron«gge Mattli. 
VIII. 13., whereas R. Stephens affirms, that all his co- 
pies “ read 2g #xaroregxy. Now I admit, that tzarorregyy is 
quoted in Stephens s margin with & x annexed to it: 
but Stephens's margin is here unqueſtionably falſe, for ſthe 
Codex «, or Compl. edition, is included in &,zs:, as well as - 
the Codex 7: yet the Compl. edition does not read 9 ixaror- 
T*&xy, but like the MS. $4. 74 tzxaroragxs, This example 
therefore praves nothing **. In the fourth example, you 
quote beg, tic rd rde, at John VI. 24. from the MS. 84. 
and aſſert that it contradicts. the readings of all the MSS. 
of R. Stephens: but if you examine the matter a little 
more cloſely, you will find that this reading is in perfect 


9. The ſame accident has happened to myſelf more than once: 
and in the sth Letter, Note 17. I mentioned an accident of the 
ſame kind, which happened to Stephens or his: collator, at John 
XVI. 14. where azu&4w is quoted from the Compl. edition ag 
4 various reading to erat, which ſhould have been referred to 
another Aera Ver. 15.: for the Compl. ed. * aun Ver. 
15, but not Ver. 14. 


10. You ſhould have ſaid all his Copies of the Goepels, and not 
all his MSS. in general, for all his MSS. did not contain the 
Gospels. When R. Stephens quotes a reading with the mark 
v. or i gde annexed to it, he can only mean all thoſe, which 
contained the quoted paſſage, and not all his Gxteen copies, See 
Mill's Prol. f. 1157. 


11, You yourſelf, Sir, have quoted p. 293 0 eee from the 
Compl. edition; I am ſurpriſed therefore, mat vou did noe 
discover the fallacy of this example. | 


L 
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harmony with Stephens's margin, and proves the very re- 
verſe of what you intended. Stephens's text is den xa} 
Aurel tir r Rhe, Where the word xa; is incloſed between 
the obelus and ſemicircle, and (— x.) is noted in the mar- 
gin. Stephens therefore declares nothing more, than that 
all his MSS, of the Gospels agreed in omitting here the con- 


junction «ei: and, ſince according to your own ſtatement 


this word is omitted in the MS. $4, the nt proves 
againſt yourſelf. But perhaps you conſider drei as a mark 
of difference, becauſe this word, which, according to your 
quotation, is omitted in the MS. 84, is contained in Ste- 
phens's text, and no variation is noted in the margin. I 
you really have argued in this manner, you have applied 
tbe rule, of which I expoſed the fallacy in my ſecond let- 
ter, and on \vhich it is unneceſſary to make any further 
remark. Your laſt example, Sir, contains a ſmall tre 
tion from the truth: for after having quoted iGirw d, Cr, 


TFinoes, x& ige, bs Tis xoges evrory a dd from the MS. 


$4, at John VII. 30, you aſſert that it is contradiction to 
all the MSS. of R. Stephens 2. Now, if you again exa- 
mine Stephens's margin at John VII. 30, you will find 
that this reading is not contradicted by any one of Ste- 
phens's e : for not a ſingle MS. has Stephens 
guoeted in the whole verſe *. 


That the two quotations „which you have made from 
the MS. $4, at Matth. XII. 21. XIX. 9. differ from the 
readings quoted in Stephens's margin with the mark x. or 
e, dei annexed to them, I grant. But this general and 
Vague notation, is attended with too, much uncertainty, to 


admit of an 1 e to any one * in EO * 


| T2. You fay alſo, it is in contradiction to the text en. Stephens. 


This is true: but with a contradiction to the text of R. Stephens 


you have no concern; you have only to examine W readings, 
ö which he has quoted from his MS8. 


13. But he quotes the Codex y in che very next verſe: and chere 
you obſerve a profound lilence, This looks ſuspicious. 
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the queſtion relates to identity and diverſity. This you 
will perceive, as ſoon as you reflect on the proceſs, through - 
which Stephens's various readings had tq paſs, before 
thoſe, which are quoted with the mark x. or & xz, had 
this notation affixed to them . I have ſhewn in the ſixth 
Letter that, not leſs than fourteen readings quoted in Ste- 
phens's margin, as being in all the Copies, which contained 
the books in queſtion, are not in the Codex « or Compl. 
edition; and this is only one copy out of the many, which 
Stephens collated, Yet the whole number. of readings 
quoted in general terms in Stephens's margin, do not ex- 
ceed an hundred and thirteen; conſequently an eighth part 
of theſe quotations are falſe in reſpect to the Codex « alone; 
It is therefore probable that at leaſt an eighth part are falſe 
in reſpect to the Codex y, or any other of Stephens's ma- 


14. As each MS. was neceſſarily collated by itſelf, and indepen- 
dently of the reſt, Stephens had as many ſeparate parcels of col- 
lation, as he had MSS, collated. In bringing theſe ſeparate colla- 

tions into one maſs, he affixed to each reading the mark or marks, 
which he had adopted to denote the MS, or MSS, from which it 
had been taken: and if all his parcels agreed in the Tame reading, 
he annexed to it the mark ., or i rin. Now as Stephens's 
collator overlooked more than half the readings of the Codex a, 
or Compl. edition, you cannot ſuppoſe, that all theſe parcels con- 
tained complete extracts. Bur if any reading had been quoted in 
all the parcels but one, and no notice taken of it in the remain- 
ing parcel, Stephens, who found in that caſe no contradiction, 
and ſaw that his MSS. in general agreed in the ſame reading, 
might eaſily quote that reading, as being in all his MSS. becauſe 
the exception was unknown to him. Or he himſelf might very 
eaſily overlook at leaſt one parcel, and fancy that he had exami- 
ned all, when he had examined all but one. Laſtly, if the ma- 
jority of his manuſcripts agreed in any particular reading, and 
the reſt of his MSS. likewiſe had the material parts of that read- 
ing, it was agreeable to Stephens's common practice, as I have 
proved in the fifth Letter, to quote ſuch à reading with v. or i 
rei annexed to it: for though he knew that ſuch a reading was 
not literally contained in all, yet, as the value of various readings 
was at that time not thoroughly underſtood, he thought the 
more minute variations might be neglected, without injury to 
the reader, - Wo 
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ruſcripts. If you think thig analogy not exact, becauſe the 
Codex « contained ,the w N. T. whereas the Codex y 
. contained only the four Gospels, I have no objection to 
_ confine the inquiry to theſe alone. The mark x. or e xe, 
appears in Stephens's margin ſeventy eight times in the 
four Gospels, and of the ſeventy eight readings, to which 
this mark is annexed, there are not leſs than nine . 
which are nor in the Codex 4. Conſequently we may ex- 
pect that there are at leaſt nine readings-in Stephens's mar- 
gin with the mark #, or & ade annexed to them, which 


are not in the Codex 3. A difference *5 therefore between 


a reading in the MS. $4 and a reading quoted in Stephens's 
margin, with the vague notation . Or i «ct, is very unſa- 
tisfactory, as evidence for non- identity. — The remarks 
made in this paragraph are applicable* to a conliderable 
number of examples in other parts of your collation: but 1 

hall conſider them as made once for all, and, to avoid 
 prolixity, ſhall confine the inquiry chiefly to thoſe readings, 
which you have either ſtated inaccurately, or on which 
you have reafoned improperly. - 


— 7 


Codex Stephani $ - Codex Regius 1 06. 


10 prove the non · identity of the MS. 106 and $te- 
phens's MS. 3, you have produced nine examples: and five 
more, to hew that the MS. 106 is neither Stephens's MS. 
$, nor any other of his n In the former ſet, 


15. In the catalogue , which I have given in the ſixth Letter, they 
are numbered 35 — 43 incluſive, 


16. In the example, which you have taken from Matth. XII. 21 

the whole difference conſiſts in the little word d. The MS. $4 

uccording to your ſtatement has ««) zn 77 3ourr;: Stephens's 

dent is xa? i» rw bvduari, and as a various reading to xa} i r is 

yuoted 4 74, without ,, as being i» vd. To argue from 

. FTuch a difference, with ſuch a notation, -ſhews à miſerable want 
« of better arguments. | 
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phens's margin. In the firlt pla 
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the firſt, ſecond, and eighth, prove againſt yourſelf, md 
the ninth is at leaſt donbtful: in the latter ſet, all the five 
are without exception falſe. Moreover, in one of the ex- 
amples you have misrepreſented Stephens's margin," in 
another you have misrepreſented his text. TY 


Your firſt example is taken from Acts X. 26. where 
you ſay the MS. 106 reads xi yg ey c:3ewrdr % Now 
this reading perfectly agrees with Stephens's quotation from 


his MS. 3: for his text in this paſſage is x<ys derer d gent 


ab, and as a various reading to xy» he quotes from the 
MSS. J and , xi vg %, which is likewiſe by your 
own account in the MS. 106, Yet notwithſtanding this 
real agreement, you have discovered a method of working 
out an apparent contradiction, and have produced ys dr 


Angers as the reading of the MS. 3, which correſponds to 


your quotation from the MS. 106: Now if this were really 
the reading of the MS. 3, which correſponded to your 
reading from the MS. 106, there would be certainly a 
material difference between them, for they would differ 
in xa} yeg at the beginning, «vr in the middle, and àπ½ 
at the end. But the reading, which you have produced 
as that of the MS. J, is a total maisreprefentation of Ste- 
| 175 according to your old 
rule, you produce drs as a part of the reading of the MS, 
3, becauſe «vr is in Stephens's text, and Stephens had 
not noted its abſence from the MS. 3. This, Sir, I could 
excuſe, becauſe it proceeds merely from a want of know- 
ledge: but, when, in order to conceal the agreement be- 


tween the manuſcripts, you not only produce evidence, 


which Stephens has not given, but ſuppreſs that which he 
has, I know not by what MI to denominate ſuch 


: a 


17. Theſe are che only words, which Stephens * PE from the. 
MS. 3, and therefore they are the only words, which we- can 
- aſcribe to the MS, in this paſſage. I have already ſaid ſo much 

on this ſubject in the ſecond Letter, that it would be fuperfluous 
to ſay any ing further, 
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a conduct. As you have quoted from the MS. 106. 4 
ve e Agne cur, Where val vg d is a various reading 
to x«ys, you onght, ſince Stephens has expreſsly de- 
clared that his MS. 3 read «ai yag yd in this paſlage, to 
have begun your quotation with «i, as you did from the 
MS. 106: but inſtead of this, you ſuppreſs xl y«e and be- 
gin the quotation from the MS. J, with z, where Ste- 
phens ends it. This can hardly be explained as an over- 
ſight: for you could not poſſibly have been ignorant, that 
Stephens quoted xi e from the MS. 3, and that your 
own quotation from the MS. 106 began with thoſe words. 
Nor have you acted fairly in regard to dò⁰π, for ſince you 
have quoted «1ewror as a part of the reading of the MS. 3, 
becauſe that word is in Stephens's text, you ought for the 
ſame reaſon to have quoted ei, which is likewiſe in Ste- 
phens text, and not to have ended your quotation from 
the MS. 106 with J ne , but that from the MS, 8 
with 49ers alone: ſor whoever truſts to your repreſenta- 
tion mult neceſſarily conclude that the MS. à had 4% leſs 


at the end, as well as sa yay leſs at the beginning . 


Your ſecond example is nearly of the ſame ſtamp with the 
firſt. Here you quote *legyoxAnp & xi A ενe from the MS. 
106, at Acts X. 39, a reading which perfectly harmoni- 
zes with Stephens's quotation from the MS. 8. Stephens's 
text is Leiv GT: and in the margin xa is quoted as 
from the MS. 3, as inlerted between s, and «1:7Az», Now 
this inſertion takes place by your own account in the MS, 
106: the example therefore proves directly againſt yourſelf, 
But here again, in order to create a difference, you have 
taken the liberty to make an alteration, in changing Legs · 


. 18. This example therefore is what you call (p. 338) an argument 
ad captandum: which as you very properly obſerve, proves 
nothing either to the advantage or to the credit of the propoſer.“ 


19. xe) is the only quotation made by Stephens in the i whole 
paſſage, 
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ran td TegoroAyporsy, and quoting Iegoce e &r x aviiey 2? 
as the reading of. the MS. 3, — In your eighth example, 
you quote fuck 8 * SAN art, from the MS. 106, at 
x John IV. 19.: and here again your reading proves againſt 
yourſelf, for, inſtead of contradicting, it agrees with that 
of the MS. 3. Stephen's text in this pallage is nut A 


rut durò ors drt nearer: and in the margin two ſeparate 


quotations are made from the MS. #, namely 3, as inſerted 
after pers, and ore Od wewror as a various reading to ors 
«vro h.. Now, as far as you have quoted the MS, 106, 
it agrees with Stephens's quotation from the MS, 3: for all 
that Stephens ſays of this MS. in the compaſs of Mur quo- 
tation is, that it inſerted d, after 4we#, and this very inſer- 
tion, as appears from your own ſtatement, takes place in 
the MS. 106. The word @evroy aſter _— hich you 
aſcribe to the MS. 3, though Stephens has not, is foreign 
to the purpoſe: for, you cannot aſhrm, that a reading was 


in this MS. unleſs Stephens has declared it, even though 


that reading be the reading of his own text. Before I dis» 
mils this example, I beg leave to aſk you one queſtion. 


As Stephens has two quotations in this paſſage from the 


MS. 3, one after gue, the other immediately after bre, 
what is the reaſon, that you break off fo fuddenly with 3 eri, 
without taking the leaſt notice of what follows in the MS. 

106? I ſtrongly ſuſpect, Sir, for this reaſon, that the MS, 

106 has ò Orc nero» after ori, and agrees therefore with, 
Stephens's quotation from the MS. 3: for if the reading had 
been different, and therefore ſuitable ta your purpoſe, you, 


20, You have likewiſe either faiſely copied, or falſely printed, 4% - 
av for dveiaev. This was probably a mere overſight: but the 
alteration of '1eg«raa3 to "Tegoroatues; can hardly be explained as 
ſuch, for I know no edition of the Greek Teſtament, which is ſo 
legibly printed, as the third edition of Robert Stephens, In fact 
you had no concern whatſoever with this proper name, for Ste- 
phens had not quoted it from his MS, 32 but if you were 
reſolved at all events to extend the reading of the MS. 3, ſo as to 
include this word, you ought at leaſt to have given, a * | 
tranſcript of Stephens's tert. / 
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would certainly not have neglected to quote it. — In the 


ninth example, it is probable, that you and Stephens have 


quoted from two different places: and if you have, it is 
not extraordinary that your quotations lhould differ. You 


| ſay, that the MS.-106 reads yes v7» Tertges, in 1 John II. 


13, Which I verily believe; whereas the MS. you. ſay 


read Ege d mertge, Which I likewiſe believe: but I do 


not believe, that the MS. 8 read be vir nertge in the 
ſame place, in which the MS. 106 reads yex@e v7 warlges, 
For you will obſerve that yea 9 TaTfpes is in Ver. I3, 
iam rartge in Ver. 14. In the latter place all 
the Greg Ms. agree in having yas, but in the for- 
mer, if we except the Codex Covelli 2., no MS, has been 
discovered by either Mill, Wetſtein, or Griesbach, which 
has any other reading than ye«'Q#. Lou cannot urge, that 
kyęæqh is printed in Stephens's margin at Ver. 13, as the 
reading of the MS. à: for, if Stephens's collator ſaw wrong, 
Stephens's margin muſt of courle — a wrong 
reading **, 

The five examples, which you have produced, to ſhew 
that the MS. 106 is neither Stephens's 3, nor any other of 
his MSS. are, without exception, falſe. In the firſt, you 


ſay that the MS. 106. reads #ye cigim, oixodopertm nai H- 
_ ervoumm, Acts IX. 31, *in contradiction to all the MSS, of 


R. Stephens. » | Now in this paſſage Stephens's text is ke 
lei, cixoJouotprras xa} rogevoprrms, to Which Stephens is lo 


far from having quoted various readings from all his MSS., 


that he has quoted only from one: and the reading, which 
by has ee of contradicting that of the MS. 106., 


21. Even i in the Codex Covelli 2. it is not impoſlible that the 3 
i dur weriges belongs to Ver. 14, and not to Ver. 13. to which 
it is referred by Mill: becauſe the moſt accurate collator may 
very eaſily make a miſtake of this kind, in quoting from a book 
which is not divided into verſes. Whether Mitt exchanged the 
Verſes or not, is eafily determined, for Dr. Covel's ad MS. is 


now in the Britiſh Muſeum, and marked $537 among the Har- 


leian MSS. 
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exactly agrees with it, except in the conjunction , which 
every one knows was omitted by miſtake in Stephens's 
margin, becauſe the conjunction is abſolutely neceſſary be- 
tween the two participles 22. But even if Stephens's mar- 
gin were correct in this place, you could derive no advan- 
tage from it; for xen ligim olxodoueutm rogeveptry is aſcribed, 
not to the MS. 3, with which you are concerned, but to 
the MS. 6 alone. Your whole example therefore, to ſay 
the leaſt of it, contains a ſeries of inaccuracies. This how- 
ever is not all: for your reading, when cloſely examined, 

affords an argument in favour of the identity of the MSS, 
in queſtion. In this paſſage Stephens quotes three ſeparate 
readings, Ist ud» J, dA, for at At, d, baxdxoiar, 24ly 
tine ligi u olxodoſeufim rogeuem for fixos gig ol xodoαε e Al 
regen, and 3dly trantivero for inantiroro, Now every 
one muſt perceive that theſe three readings were taken 
from the ſame MS., for whatever MS. has the noun in 


the ſingular muſt likewiſe have the verbs and the participles 


in the ſingular. But in Stephens's margin, the firſt is as- 
cribed to MS. $, the ſecond and third to the MS. g. It is cer- 
tain therefore, that either J was falſely ſet for þ in the firſt 
inſtance, or 8 for 3 in the two laſt. Mill ſuppoſed the for- 


mer: Wetſtein and Griesbach allert the latter, and their 


opinion is confirmed by your quotation from the MS. 106. 
from which it appears that g was ſet wrong, and that $ 
ſhould have been annexed to all the three readings in Ste- 


22, In Stephens's margin is printed Y:xev #gyvyv, ole dh Togeve- 
un, where it is ſo obvious that «a> was accidentally omitted in 
the quotation. that moſt editors, who have copied from Ste- 
phens's margin, hive without ſcruple made the proper cor- 
rection: as you will find on conſulting, not only Mill and Wet- 
ſtein, but likewiſe ſome of the earlier editors, Curcellaeus for 
inſtance, who quotes o ef xa? Twogeveutvy, Belides, every 
other MS. hitherto quoted, which reads in this paſſage 0z0Jopeuvy 
and Togeveutvy, as well as all thoſe, which have the participles 
in the plural, have. the conjunction - between them, It was 
omitted therefore in Stephens's margin, through an overſight, - 
either of the collator, or the tranſcriber, or the compoſitor. 
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phens's margin:. That the MS. 106 has 1 ur J, drivel 
in the ſingular is evident, or you could not have quoted 
from it oixoJopuptm and wogeoptm in the [ingular: but thoſe 
words you have very prudently not quoted from the MS. 
106, though they were the only words, with which you 
had the leaſt concern 2, well knowing that, if you had 
guoted them, the fallacy -of your argument would have 
been detected even by ſuperficial readers. — Your four 
other examples are of no more value than the preceding 

In two of them you argue by your own confeſſion from 
Stephens's ſilence: for after having quoted two readings, 


which you ſay the MS. 106 has in addition to the common 


text, you add *of both which additions neither the text 
nor the margin of R. Stephens exhibits a ſingle word.” 
Now before I read your book, I ſhould have thought im- 
poſſible, that any man who had the leaſt knowledge of 
Stephens's Greek Teſtament, ſhould aſſert that any reading 
whatſoever differed , not from one only, but from all of 
Stephens's manuſcripts, merely becauſe that reading dif- 
fer'd from Stephens's text, and Stephens had no quotation 
from any one of his manuſcripts. In your two laſt exam- 
ples you contend in poſitive terms, that the two readings, 


which you have quoted from the MS. 106, diſagree with 


the manulcripts ? of R. Stephens. But this aſſertion is more 


23. This discovery removes likewiſe an objection, which had been 
made from this very paſſage to the identity of the Codex g 11 
Codex Bezae. 


24. Becauſe it is the ouly reading in this paſſage, which, according 
to Stephens's repreſentation, was taken from the MS. 3. You have 
neglected therefore to quote what you ought to have quoted, and 
have quoted what you ought not to have quoted. 


25. You ſay likewiſe that they diſagree with the text of R. Je ITY 
but, as I have already told you, a diſagreement with Stephens's 

text is nothing to your purpoſe, This guiſtake runs through 
your whole collation, and even through your wl:ole book: for 
you conſtantly take it for granted, that R. Stephens adopted no 
reading in his edition of 1555, which was not ſupported by good 


th 
of 
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man you can warrant, unleſs you have more knowledge 
of Stephens's MSS. than Stephens himſelf, for in neither 


authority, that the readings of his MSS, were his guides in the 
formation of his own text, and that it is allowable therefore to 
argue from the readings of the latter to thoſe of the former, Te 
is true that R. Stephens, in the Preface to his Greek Teſtament 
printed in 1546, makes the following deciWtion: codices nacti 


aliquot ipſa vetuſtatis ſpecie pene adorandos, quorum copiam no- 
bis bibliotheca regia facile ſuppeditavit, ex 1is ita hunc noſtrum 


recenſuimus, ut nullam vmnino literam ſecus eſſe pateremur, 
quam plures iique meliores libri, tanquam teſtes comprobarent, 
This declaration he repeats in the Preface to his ſecond edition 
printed in 1549: but in the preface to the edition of 1550, which 
contains a very different text from the two firſt editions, the 
whole ſentence is omitted. Stephens does not even pretend to 
have formed the text of his third edition from his Greek M88. 
and therefore you cannot argue to the text of this edition from 
a declaration made only of the two firſt, Nor could Stephens 
have repeated this declaration in the third edition, without tran- 
greſſing the bounds of truth, for his third edition is little more 
than a reimpreſſion of the fifth edition of Erasmus. In tertia, 
Erasmi editioni quintae vix uspiam mutatae marginem varietate 
editionis Complutenſis et MStorum ſuorum diſtinctum opponit,” 
Bengel. Int. in eriſin N. T. f. 36. See alſo Wetſten. Prol. p. 145, 
Thus at 1 John V. 7. i rd tgavs, à verde, 6 As,, xa T6 &yuov 
rvech, xe) 570, of rere Ty tics” tat Tears die of fru reg i Th Yi 
the paſſage which fails in the Greek MSS., differs, as printed in 
Stephens's text, from the Complutenſian edition, but agrees word 
for word with the fifth (not the third) edition of Erasmus, Nor is 
any alteration made in the poſition of the words, except that Ste- 
phens has Ae mvipz, whereas Erasmus has Tviipe &y.ov. Even 
in the ſix laſt verſes of the Apocalypſe Stephens deſerted the 
Comp, edition to follow Erasmus, though theſe ſix verſes were 
nothing more, than a Greek translation made from the Vulgate 
by Erasmus himſelf, to which neceſſity Erasmus was reduced by 
his own confeſſion, becauſe he had only one Greek MS, of the 
Apocalypſe, which in this paſſage was defective. See Wetſten. 
Prol. p. 126, 127. The truth of what I have advanced in this 
note I requeſt you to confirm by the teſtimony of your own ſen- 
ſes. Conſult Stephens's margin, and you will find, that in the 
four Gospels alone there are upwards of ſeventy various readings - 
with the mark =. or i x4; annexed to them. Stephens therefore 
by his own confeſſion, (not to mention thoſe on which he is 
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of the paſſages, which correſpond to your readi _ of the 
MS. 106, has Stephens quoted either the MS. J, or any 


other MS. whatſoever. 


Such is your irrefragable proof of the non-identity.of 
Stephens's MS. 3, and the MS. 106: a manuſcript, to 
which you ſay p. 242, your *attention was ſpecially turned, 
to be Stephens's 3, not only by Wet. 
ſtein and Griesbach, but in the printed index of the libra- 
ry? 26: and that you did not deſiſt from the examination 
«untill more than ſeven hundred variations had been pro- 
duced from it, of which nearly two hundred are of a very 


filent) has taken into his text, in the four Gospels alone, above 
ſeventy readings, in oppoſition to all his authorities. Nor is 
this conduct of ᷣtephens difficult to be explained. It is probable 
that Stephens s MSS. had been all collated with the ſame text, 
for otherwiſe the collation would have been confuſed. Now if 
Stephens, in his edition of 1550, in which he has quoted the 
readings of theſe MSS., had adopted a different text from that, 
with which his MSS, had been collated, the quoted readings 
would not have ſuited that text. — The preceding obſervations 
will expoſe me perhaps to the cenſure, which you have caſt on 


Dr. Benſon, of whom you ſay p. 188. If the objector meant to 


inſinuate, that R. Stephens has in ſeventy, or in any number of 
places varied from the whole renor of his authorities, and inter- 
poſed an arbitrary unſupported lection of his own, in contraven- 
tion of them all; the inſinuation is illiberal, and being unwar- 
ranted by any proof, it ought to be rejected with disdain.“ I 
wiſh however for your ewn ſake, though not for my own, for I 
do not think myſelf in danger, that in your next edition, which 
will probably be called for, as your works have a rapid fale, 
you would expunge this and many other ſentences of the ſame 
deſcription, becauſe, inſtead of defeating your adverſaries, you 
turn the point of your weapon againſt yourſelf, 


286. The words uſed i in the printed index of the library, or the Ca- 
talog. Lib, MSS. Bibl. R. Tom. IT. p. 19 are: Is Codex olim 


Monachi cujusdam Rhacendytae nomine, quartusque ex eorum 
numero, quos Robertus Stephanus adhibuit, etc. Ta copying 
theſe words, you have written (Appendix p. 62) exhibuit inſtead 
of adhibuit, and thus have made Stephens exhibir his MSS.. when 
he exhibited only their readings, 
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deciſive, kind: » Now if, you really are in poſſeſſion of ſo 
many deciſive examples, it ig a pity that you have exhibit- 
ed ſuch a miſerable ſample. But I own that my faith 
here deſerts me, becauſe no man, in [electing a few ex- 
amples out of many, which he is able to produce, would 
prefer the refuſe, and reject thoſe which are good. On 
the contrary, Sir, I have ſo high an opinion of your judge- 
ment, that I conſider the examples, which you have 
quoted, as the choiceſt in your whole collection. With res- 
pect to the pretended ſeven hundred variations between 
the MS. 106 and Stephens's 3, I muſt beg leave to enter a 
caveat'againſt your aſſertion: for the MS. 8 is not quoted 
even ſix hundred times in Stephens's margin, and there- 
fore it cannot contradict the MS, 106, in ſeven hundred 
places. But I ſuppoſe that you have here followed your old 
rule, and that having discgvered ſeven hundred readings ' 
in the MS. 106, which Stephens has not quoted from his 
MS. 3, you conclude from Stephens's Glence that thoſe read- 
Did you never hear, that 
Mill discovered ſeven hundred readings in the Compluten- 
Gan edition, which Stephens has not quoted from his Co- 
dex «? Yet no man in his ſenſes would ſet down theſe 
readings as contradictions to Stephens's margin, and argue 
from them to the non-identity of the Codex « and the 
Compl. edition: for they prove exactly what your ſeven 
hundred prove, that ont of thirteen hundred variations, 
Stephens has quoted leſs than ſix hundred 8s. — Before I 
conclude this article, I have one queſtion to propoſe. Since 
Stephens's margin really ſpeaks between five and ſix hun- 
dred times in the caſe of the MS. J, what is the reaſon that 


— 


27. See Letter VI. Note 3. 


28. In the ſame Note, in which you "ny that you have discovered 
ſeven hundred contradictions between the MS. 106 and Stephens's 
MS, 3, you relate, that you have discovered in all the eight more 
than nineteen hundred. I have already ſhewn, what ſeven hun- 
dred of them muſt be: and I think it not improbable, that the 
remaining twelve — are of 1 ſame ſtamp. 
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you have ſelected examples from the MS. 106 in places, 
where Stephens's margin is ſilent. I ſuſpect that Stephens's 


poſitive evidence was ſo perverſe, that you were reduced 


in despair to take refuge to his negative evidence. On this 
ſabject I refer you to your own book p. 433, where you 
ſay that *negative evidence though multiplied infinitely 
will ſtill be no more than negative, and that the ſlighteſt 
poſitive teſtimony will ar all rimes and on all occaſions totally 
overbalance and deſtroy it.” If you are ſo ſenſible of the 
importance of poſitive evidence, why did you not lay be- 
fore the public that part of your collation; in which the 
readings peculiar to the MS, & appear, of which Mill (Prol. 
CE. 1162-1164) has given a catalogue to the amount upwards 
of thirty? A contradiction in theſe would have been of ſome 
importance: but on the other hand if theſe peculiar readings 


of the MS. 8 really exiſt in the MS. 106, allowances being 


made for the errors of the pen and of the prels, they will afford 
a proof of the identity 29 of the MSS. , which your imaginary 
variations will not affect. Now of theſe thirty ſingular read- 
ings, you have thought proper to mention nor one. Untill 
you have produced therefore this part of your collation of 
the MS. 106, I muſt conſider your intended proof of diver- 
ſity as a proof of identity **: for no man, who poſſeſſed 


29. You will obſerve however, that, though an agreement in theſe 
ſingular readings will eſtabliſh the identity of the MSS., a dis- 
agreement in theſe readings will afford no abſolute proof of di- 
verſity: for miſtakes are as eaſily made in _ to ſingular, as 

in regard to common readings, 


30. This I may fairly do, becauſe out of the fourteen examples, 


which (you have produced in the caſe of the MS, in queſtion, not 
leſsi than nine are either totally falſe, or prove nothing, or prove 
againſt yourſelf, How many of the remaining five are accurate, 
I cannot determine, becauſe I have not acceſs to the MS. 106. 
Bur if I had acceſs to this. MS,, as I have to Stephens's margin, 
it is not improbable, as I have detected in your collation many 
inaccurate repreſentations of the latter, that I hould find ſome 
few in reſpect to the former. But if theſe five readings really 
exiſt in the MS. 106 as you have repreſented them, yet they bear 


aces, 
ens's 
uced 
this 
you 
itely 
heeſt 
tally 
f the 
y be- 
the 
Prol. 
rards 
ome 
lings 
eing 
ford 
nary 
read- 
till 
n of 
iver- 


eſſed 


Appeindic No. I. -. 


your prudercs and fortitude, would be ſilent, if by ſpeak- 


ing he might hope to gain his cauſe, or would ſpeak, if 1 
ſpeaking he might pot to loſe it. 


Codex Stephani 2 Coder Regius 112. 


To prove that the MS. 112 is not Stephens's MS. FA | 


you have produced eight examples, of which the firſt is falſe, 


and the fifth proves nothing. And to prove that the MS, 
112 is neither Stephens's s, nor any other of his MSS. you 
have quoted nine examples, of which the three firſt are 
falſe, the fourth proves rather againſt your opinion _ 
for i it, and the five laſt prove nothing 37, 


s ic a proportion to the whole number of Ste- 
phens's quotations from the MS. 3, which amount to not leſs 
than five hundred aud ſeventy nine, that, inſtead of overturning 
the commonly received opinion, they contribute indirectly to its 
ſupport, as they expoſe the weakneſs of the arguments, which 
are directed againſt it. 


31, Among ſeventeen examples therefore, there are only ſix which 
are valid: and in four out of theſe fix the difference between your 
quotations and thoſe of Stephens is very immaterial, In the ſe- 
cond example the difference is merely between sx 4gz/cy, (or as 
written ſometimes d Aeαα,˖,ͤ and &x 4gxior;: in the fourth, be- 
tween TAX} Aeris and marc} dxgcavre;: in the fixth, between 
xa} py xgivers and ud geivere: in the ſeventh between uv Tov Ja- 
Aoyieucy and tu; owhich is often written in Greek MSS, ae; 

rs Janneyrouev. In all theſe examples the difference is ſo trifling, 
that you and Stephens's collator may have copied from the 
ſame MS. though your extracts do not agree in every tittle, 
The only difference of any eonſequence is in your third and 
eighth examples, taken from Matth. XXVIII. 2. Rom. VIII. 32. 
In the former 75 ws, in the latter xXg-58, is quoted in Sta- 
phens's margin with « annexed to them, in addition to Stephens's 
text, neither of which additions are in your quotations from 
"the MS. 112. If therefore your repreſentation be juſt, the two 
readings aſcribed in Stephens's margin to the MS, «, at Matth. 
XXYTII. 2 and Rom. VIII. 32. could not have been taken 
from the MS, 112, But as a reading taken from the MS, -3 or 
the MS, 5 might be very eaſily printed in Stephens's marg n 
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In the former ſet, your firſt example-is of ſo curious a 
nature, that I muſt relate the hiſtory of it at full length, 
Robert Stephens in his firſt edition of the Greek Teſtament 
had printed the words ot &xoAu2noarrts {£06 & Ty TEXMYYEvET io, 
Matth. XIX. 28. without a comma between ge and &, in 
the ſame manner as Erasmus had done, who connected 
#1 7] meMyyerric. With of Auer pou. In his ſecond edi- 
tion, Stephens adopted the punctuation of his father in 
law Colinaeus, and inſerted a comma before e, 27 reayys- 
nei, Which ſeparates this expreſſion from the preceding 
words, and refers it to xa9/c5o9+ in the latter part of the 
verſe. In his third edition he again followed the — 
tion adopted by Erasmus; but as his five MSS. y, 2, ., Q, 
16, had the punctuation of his ſecond edition, and the po- 
ſition of the ſtop makes in this place an alteration in the 


ſenſe, he thought it neceſſary to remark, that five of his 


MSS. had a ſtop before e, rj rxaMyyeroix, which he has ex- 
preſſed in Greek, in the OE manner: IIe 28, & 27 
naMyyeeria., Ziacod i © 8 To 2, 8 gy 5 Q, 18. In decypher- 
ing 

with the mark « . to ir 1 miſtake, inſtead of the right 
mark, theſe two ſolitary examples will not avail you. Who- 


ever attempts to prove that the MS. 112 is not the MS. which 
Stephens denoted by the mark e, muſt produce examples, which 


are not only ſo materially different, that their difference could 


not have been occaſioned merely by the negligence of collators, 
but likewiſe ſo numerous, as to make it improbable, that the 
compoſitor ſhould have ſo frequently ſet by miſtake for the 
mark of another manuſcript. Now whoever is acquainted with 
the buſineſs of printing, and knows how frequently one letter 
is ſet for another, and how difficulr it is to detect an erratum 
in a letter, which is merely a numeral, will think it probable 
that among 100 readings, to which « is affixed, there are at 
. » leaſt 2 or 3, in which „ is falſely ſer for the mark of ſome 
other MS. But, if you conſult Stephens's margin, you will 
find that e is affixed to between four and five hundred readings, 
independently of thoſe, which are quoted under the general no- 


tation , or % rar. In the caſe of the Codex « therefore, un- 


le the number of real, and material contradictions greatly 
exceed ten, * cannot be of any weight. ä 
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ing theſe words you have unfortunately e 
Greek prepoſition res like the Latin pro, and have taken it 
in the ſenſe of for,“ or *inſtead of,” which in Greek, 
Sir, is expreſſed by am. Hence you concluded, that Ste- 
phens meant to-ſay inſtead of & 75 ramMyywerix the MSS. 
9, 44 45+ e. is, read J cel, 2 £x04,” and have accordingly 
quoted ot  axoAgbnrerrts jor &,, tx gras, as the reading 
of the Codex Stephani e, which you ſay contradicts the 
reading of the MSS. 112. The learned Doctors of the Sor- 
bonne, in examining the very edition, in which you have 


| been lo unfortunate, fell into the contrary miſtake, and 


took the various readings in Stephens's margin for the an- 
notations of the editor, which they condemned as con- 
taining heretical doctrines 3*. But the writer of the Co- 
dex Corſendoncenſis met with the very ſame accident ag 
yourſelf: and, as it is always a comfort to have a compa- 
nion in diſtreſs, I will relate to you the whole ſtory. The 
common text at 2 Cor. VIII. 4. 5. is Jeg 9 pas. vl x xe 
Ys nA,: but the beſt, and moſt numerous authorities 
reject dib nuas, Which is probably an interpolation. 
The proprietor of an ancient MS., from which the Codex 
Corſendoncenſis was copied, knowing that Ned N 
was contained in ſome MSS. but rejected by others, and 
wiſhing perhaps to rescue theſe words from the charge of 
ſpuriousneſs, wrote, with a reference to d ο , iu, the 
following note in the margin: ' & v 7a arriyga av S706 
«era, The induſtrious ſcribe, who wrote the Codex Cor- 
ſendoncenſis, taking theſe words for a part bf Holy Writ, 
which had been omitted in the text and ſupplied in the | 
margin, transferred them into the body of his own work, 
and wrote as follows; ND i. b rotor ror erriygeQur 


32. Rogo Decanum, Heus tu Domine, quid tandem, quid Regi 
referam? Blanda ille voce yeſpondet, Domini non ſunt in ea 
opinione, ut Novuur iſtud Teſtamentum vendatur.“ Quamob- 
rem, rogs. Propter annotationes marginales,” ait. Varias 
lectiones docti Graece homines iudicabant eſſe annotationes quas- 
dam, quae extra textum additae eſſent. R. Stephani * p. 39. 


M 
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zzrer EvenTaly ul & 2945 bene #3, = — Your fifth example, 
taken from Mark VII. 26., proves no more than your firſt. 
I admit that your quotation from the MS. 112 differs from 


| the reading aſcribed in Stephens's margin to the MS. «; the 
latter being Tiga $21oe, the former, according to your re- 


preſentation, Zvgx@ouixyore, But Eves Qoioce is an evident 


erratum in Stephens's margin for Tea qoiiziors, becauſe 


not only the Codex s, but likewiſe the Codex « is quoted 
for this reading and the Codex «.reads Sue Sonn. It 
is certain therefore, that the ſyllable x: was omitted by. mis- 
take. It is true that, according to your ſtatement, the MS, 


112 reads EvexQounixnooe with an » inſtead of an , and with 


the two words written in one, whereas Stephens's margin, 
even when corrected, would exhibit Evex Qoviurre, But, 
if I admit that your ſtatement be accurate , it will prove 
nothing: for the exchange of 3 and, which is very com- 


mon in the Greek manuſcripts 25, is in general not noted 


by Stephens, who quotes his various readings with the 


33. In one of my Notes to Michaelis's Introduetion Vol. II. 
p. 729. IT made an effort to rescue the character of this tran- 
ſeriber, becauſe the expreſſion uſed by Wetſtein in his Note to 
2 Cor, VIII. 4. is ſome what ambiguous, and therefore J inter- 
preted it on the favourable ſide. But I have ſince learnt, that I 
conferred a greater honour on the tranſcriber than he deſerved: | 
for Alter, who has reeollated the Codex Corſendoncenſis, ſays i in 
his Note to this paſſage; « Poſt Jus in textu legit t Aeg x. 
. 2. See alſo, Erasmi Apologia ad Jacobum Fabrum Stapulen- 
| "ſem, p. 128, ed. Baſil. 1520: and Wetlten, Prol. p- 45. 


"36 However 'T have fome doubts on this ſubject, becauſe you 
have been inaccurate in this very place in regard toStephens's 
margin, and have quoted the reading of the MS. , as if it 
were one word, when Stephens has printed it in two. 


Js. The modern Greeks conſtantly pronounce „ and » alike 1 and 


it is probable that this mode of pronouncing is not peculiar to 
the Greeks of the preſent century, as „ and + are confounded _ 
in the moſt ancient manuſcripts, which could ariſe only from 
the ſimilarity of their found, as 1 and u have a hen different 
Tape. 
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ſame orthography, as he has uſed in his own text: and 
the circumſtance that the two words are written together 
in the MS. 112, is of no importance, becauſe Stephens has 
quoted ſeven MSS. for this reading, and therefore, if the 
majority agreed in having Diga Qoninicos in two words, he 
would not, as we know from his general practice, have 
made a feparate quotation for the ſake of a MS, which had 
the two words in one. 


Of the four firſt readings, which you have us 


from the MS. 112, in order to prove that it is neither Ste- 


phens's MS. e, nor any other of his manuſcripts, you ſay 
„they are in contradiction to the text, as well as to the mar- 
gin of R. Stephens.“ Now a contradiction to Stephens's 
text is wholly foreign to your inquiry, which relates only 
to the readings of his manuſcripts: as to the ſecond part of 
your poſition, it is not true that the three firſt of theſe 
four quotations contradict readings aſcribed by Stephens to 
the MS. e, and the fourth proves rather againſt yourſelf, 


The firſt of them is #034 x«i whe 35 Matth. XXIV. 49.: but 


in this place Stephens has no quotation whatſoever from 


the MS. +, for he has quoted only his four MSS. g, c, 15 18. : 


and yet this example, according to your account, is in 
contradiction, both to the MS. , which is not quoted at 
all, and likewiſe to all the reſt of Stephens's MSS. though 
four only are quoted. Your ſecond and third examples, 
taken from Matth. XXV. 29. 41., are of the ſame ſtamp: 
for in the former of theſe two inſtances Stephens quotes 
only à, 3, 1, 0, , and in the latter he quotes þ& alone: 
conſequently in theſe two; places your quotations from the 
MS. 112 have no connexion whatſoever either with Ste- | 


36. I here take for granted that you have copied right from the 
MS. 112; however I have ſome doubts on the ſubject, becauſe 
teYNei and vive in the indicative not only have never been found 

in a Greek MS., but when connected with the reſt of the 

| ſentence make a downright ſolecism. All the Greek MSS, hi- 
therto examined, which have not ee, and: a, have dd 
and wy, which are quoted by Stephens from his MSS, 25 75 


1, 18. 
M 2 
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es 8 Ms. in particular, or with his MSS. in general 7. 
In the fourth example you quote from the MS. 112, at 
Jude 22. 23. *EMyyxere dienende. dr dd ougere , tn cg Ag. 
TweiGovres , ue N dcr 8 % See, pichrree, In this paſſage 
Stephens's text is *EXee7re Jiexgroperret, us 02 , Sig cage, ox 
rd gg fgrdGorress idr. As a Various reading to deer: 
Jiæn genie he quotes enyyeres Frexprourris from his MSS. 3, 
2, .: 24y he quotes theſe three MSS., and likewiſe the 
| MS. , for the omiſſion of & 9524 before #&G&re: and 3dly 
he quotes the MSS. J and «, for the infertion of dr d eAce7re 
2, og before wires, Now your quotation. from the MS. 
112 agrees with Stephens's quotations from the MS. e, in 
. having ü Mert inſtead of eaters and omilting 87 Sog be- 
fore ragte. So far then your example proves »painſt your- 
felf. The only difference between your reading and that, 
which Stephens aſcribes to the MS. ? conſiſts in the ter- 
mination of the participle, which follows eAtyxere, the 
MS. « having eAyyers diane, the MS. 112, according 
nd 2 e ee deyxere . But I doubt whether 


*. m 1 doubt, whether you have copied right from the 
MS. 112-..eſpecially at Matth. XXV. 41. In this paſſage the 
common Greek text is INogdueade dr tus of xeTypaudver die T6 Tug To 
did To Grouuaoudvey TW Waflay? but, according to your ſtate- 
ment, the four laſt words of this paſſage, in the MS, 112, are 
Fd Sroiparuive rd NHL Now before I can believe this; I muſt 
have better authority than your collation. It is true that 
blunders equally groſs with that, which is displayed in this reading, 
are ſometimes found in Greek MSS.: bnt as you have copied 
wrong in ſo many undeniable! inſtances, I would rather as- 
cribe the ſolecism to your tranſcript, than to the MS. itſelf, 


35. It is evident chat 12:57, is an erratum for lacerre, there being 
- ano fuch word as Zaca«: nor indeed can any ſuch verb be derived 
from Yagos, for nouns in es produce verbs in e and e, but 
never in . Let I have not ventured to make any correction, 
: | ecauſe the word is perhaps written with this cagography 
In the MS. irſelf. The Codex Alexandrinus has here a two» 
Told miſtake; for not only 4 is falſely written for , but the 
 _ retmination/B is written Al, ſo that EAESITE appears * 
gant form of EAEATAR 
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you have copied right from the MS. 112: for all the Greek 
MSS. of which we have any knowledge s, that change 
Aer into Atyxers, change alſo Fiexpromeres to Jratgiopetres, 
like the Vulgate, which has arguite judicatos, a reading 
found likewiſe in the Coptic, the Ethiopic, and the Ar- 
menian verſions. The inſertion of s d ier & Ge 
before wire, which takes place in the MS. 112, proves 
nothing, becauſe Stephens's margin is ſilent on thoſe words 
in reſpect to the MS. .; no man therefore can aſſert that 
the MS, had not thoſe words. On the contrary, though 
they are not quoted from the MS. , it is at leaſt probable ' 
that the MS. contained them, Ist becauſe moſt “ Greek 
MSS., which read eMyxere FJiaxgroutrr and omit & goo 
Ver. 22, re-inſtate & q58@ preceded either by & d tAzeire, 
or & d extyyers in the 23d verſe, and 2dly becauſe Ste- 
phens's margin aſcribes ?atyyers Sarpoptres to the MISS. 3, 
„ 4, likewiſe the omiſſion of e, s Ver. 22. to the ſame 
three MSS. and the inſertion of s 8 Acres e S Ver. 23. 
to the MSS. à and . Since the MS. « therefore agreed with 
the MSS. 3 and 1, in the two firſt readings, it is highly 
probable, that it did ſo in the laſt, and that either Ste+ 
phens's collator overlooked the reading, or, what I rather 
believe, that Stephens's compolitor left out the letter by 
accident, and conſequently neglected to aſcribe to this MS; 


39. Laurentius Valla in his Note to Jude OO EE having quoted 
the reading of the Vulgate Et hos quidem arguite judicatos etc. 
adds Ego quidem fic transferrem, *Et alios quidem arguite dis- 
cernendo, alios vero in timore ſalvate ex igne rapientes ; xa? 86 
pdv tAbygere Jraxgevepevery 55 Id ov ge ct νο tu wess arg orrec. 
But whether Valla really found this reading in a Greek MS. 
or gave it as his own conjecture it would be difficult at pre- 
ſent to determine. Mill likewiſe produces iAyxers Trexgevaueevor 
in his Proleg. $. 506, and conjectures that it was the original 
reading: but he was not able to quote a ſingle MS, in its 
favour, 

40. If we had WES collations, it would perhaps appear 5M 
this might be afticmed not only of moſt, rer earning 
M88. 
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Ny ** which belonged to it. — Your fifth * ſixth ex- 
amples, taken from Matth. IX. 2. XXVI. 55, prove no- 
thing: for though your quotations from the MS. 112 con- 
tradict the readings which Stephens in theſe two places 
aſcribes to all his Copies of the Gospels, they do not con- 
tradict the readings of the MSS. themſelves, becauſe Ste. 
phens's extracts are falſe. If you aſk me, by what method I 
have made this discovery, I anſwer, by conſulting the Codex 
2 or Compl. edition, which as well as the Codex : is in- 
cluded under the notation x. or & zzs. Now the Codex: « 
inſtead of having theawo readings at Matth. IX. 2. XXVI. 
55. quoted in Stephens's margin with =, or e, xd, annexed 
to.them, has thoſe very readings, which you have quoted 
from the MS. 112: namely el a in the former in- 
ſtance, and ovaaeprir ps, Without any mark of interrogation 
in the latier. — In your ſeventh, eighth, and ninth ex- 
amples you quote from the MS. 112. x«groers at Luke VI, 
23. dungurrer at. Luke XI. 33. and iguede, at Rom. XIV, 9. 
Now I grant that theſe three readings differ from thoſe, 
which Stephens has quoted with the mark x, annexed to- 
them: for in the firſt inſtance Stephens's margin exhibits 
x*eure, in the ſecond «gvrrny, in the third . But as 
the three readings, which you have produced, as thoſe of 
the MS. 112,-are not Greek , you cannot expect that they 


41. "EZ vede is a panifeſt erratum, either in the MS. or in your 
tranſcript, for Ne: and, as Ye is quoted by Stephens, this 
example, when properly corrected, proves againſt yourfelf, xa- 
gore» if the word is really thus written in the MS. might 
have been conſidered by Stephens as a miſtake for xagrre; and 
in that caſe, this reading likewiſe is unfavourable, becauſe Ste- 
phens has quoted x#gyrs. Nor would he have erred, if he had 
conſidered xagyrere as faulty; 'for though vagen is ſaid in the 
Greek grammiars to be a firſt future active of x4:gu, as well as 
ved, ye t x«gvow no where occurs, either in the Septuagint or 

in the . Teſtament, and I believe not in the Claſſic Au- 
thors, whereas xa, occurs very frequently, being the ſe- 
cond future paſſive, not the firſt future middle, Such an adjective 
as Iuxguwros you: will hardly find, either in a Greek Lexicon, or - 
in a Greek author. Perhaps the prepoſition iz, which immediate- 
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| ſhould: be found among Stephens's quotations. Whether 


theſe Errata are in the MS. itſelf, or you have copied 
wrong, I will not pretend to determine: nor would the de- 
termination be of any conſequence, ſince Stephens would 

not have quoted ſuch readings, though he had found them 
in a Greek MS., without making the proper corrections. 


You have therefore not only failed in your attempt to 
prove that.Stephens's MS. „ is not the MS. 112, hut have 
really contributed to the eſtabliſhment of the opinion, that 
they are one and the ſame, by expoſing the weakneſs of 
the arguments on your ſide of the queltion, and thus in- 
directly ſtrenghthening the arguments on the other ſide, 


Codex Stephani 7 Coder Regius 72. 


To prove the non · identity of che MS. 72 and Stephens 
MS. 5, you have produced nine examples: and fix more, to 


prove that the MS. 72 is neither Stephens's MS. 5, nor any 


other of his manuſcripts. In the former fet, I admit that 
your nine quotations from the MS. 72 vary from the cor- 
reſpondent nine readings afcribed in Stephens's margin to 
the MS. c. But as this MS. is quoted more than two hun- 
dred times in Stephens's margin , we may expect more 
than nine miſtakes among the 3 which are aſcribed 


to it, and conſequently more than nine contradictions be- 


tween Stephens's quotations, arid the readings of the manu- 


fcript elk 90. Even therefore, if it were certain that your 


ly "IOW xqurrovy wad in the MS. 112 written Er, which 
you tock for Ex, and conſidered, not as a prepoſition governing 
| a ſimple noun, but as making a part of a compound. 


42. See Mill's Pral, $. 1166, 


43. Tt has been fan in the ſixth Letter, that out of 578 read- 
ings aſcribed to the Codex «, 48 are falſe, We may expect 
therefore that, among upwards of 200 * aſcribed to the 
Codex 5, at leaſt 16 are falſe, ; 
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extracts from the MS. 72 were perfectly accurate, your 
proof would be of no value. Whether they are, or are not, 
I cannot poſitively determine, becauſe I have not accels to 
the MS. itſelf: but there is one, in which I ſuſpect that 
you have made a miſtake. In your ſecond example, you. 
ſay that the MS. c read xd, &, zd Matth. VII. 19, but 
that the MS. 72 does not read à, in that paſſage. Now 
that the MS. 72 reads x dende without 8 I will readily 
grant: but I doubt whether the MS. 72 reads T#» $3ev 
without gy, Ver. 19, where Stephens makes his quotation 
from the MS. . For you will obſerve that d, 3&Jg&-oc- 
curs, not only Ver. 19., but allo Ver. 17: and that many 
MSS., beſide the Codex c, inſert 8 Ver. 19, but that no 
MS. inſerts 8, Ver. 17. It is therefore not improbable that 
you hit upon the T#» 89g where it occurs for the firſt 
time 44; if ſo, you of courſe found it without d, but then 
your anaation will not contradict that of Stephens. A ſi- 
milar miſtake might have been made by Stephens's colla- 
| tor in reſpect to the reading quoted in your eighth exam- 
ple, where you lay that Stephens's MS. 5 added 7% Acyov 
after are Mark. IV. 34: but that the MS. 72 does not ex- 
hibit this addition. This I believe, in the place where you 
examined the manuſcript: but I doubt whether that place 
was the ſame, as the place from which Stephens's collator 
drew his quotation. For eas evreis occurs Ver, 33. as 
well as Ver. 34: and the places are ſo near to each other, 
that in Wetltein's and Stephens's editions, they are in two 
contiguous lines, In the former, no Greek MS. of the 


Gospels has been quoted, which has not 20, Ayer after 2. 


re: but in the latter place very few, if any *5, have 76 N- 


44- As you deſcribe the MS. 72 (Appendix p. 63) as being of the 
| quarto ſize, the two places cannot be far aſunder. In Wet- 
ſtein's edition they are ſeparated only by an interval of one 
45. Among all the MSS. of the Gospels, which Wetſtein and 
Griesbach have collated, not one has this addition Ver. 34: at 
leaſt they have quoted it from none of thoſe which they 
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* Now an exchange of the two verſes, in a 
manuſcript, which has not theſe diviſions, is fo eaſily 
made, in this example, as well as in the other, that 
neither of them can be admitted as ſatisfactory evidence, 
that you and Stephens 5 * examined different m- 
nuſcripts. | 


Of the ſix examples, which you have produced to 
prove that the MS. 72 is not any of Stephens's manuſcripts, 
there is not one, which ſhews what you intended. In your 
firſt example you [ay that all the MSS. of R. Stephens read 
v TOIETTE TOTS fhITSO iA Matth. V. 44. but that the 
whole clauſe is omitted in the MS. 72. Now I grant that 
rer hi (but nothing more) is quoted in Stephens's 
margin, as a various reading to ru nicbt, With the no- 
tation e, det annexed to it. By & ve Stephens could 
mean nothing more, than that reh us was read inſtead 
of 78 ute, in all his MSS. of the Gospels, which con- 
tained the paſſage: but if the paſſage was totally omitted in 
any one of his manuſcripts, as you ſay it is in the MS, 72, 
it is clear that that MS. could not be included in the notation. 
However if I were dispoſed to admit this part of your firſt 
example, I could not poſſibly admit the other part, in 
which you ſay that the MS. 72 omits zv, mr xarxgwus- 
ur vcr, and reads ngorvyeods nie vd donde var, in 
diſſenſion with all the authorities of R. Stephens“: for in 
this part of Matth. V. 44. R. Stephens has quoted no ma- 
nuſcript whatſoever. You yourſelf, Sir, were not quite 
ſatisfied with this example: for after the word *diſſenſion,” 


themſelves collated, And among all the MSS. of the Gospels 
collated for Mill's Greek Teſtament, this reading has been 
quoted only from one, namely the Codex Colbertinus 2844: 
but this MS. Mill did not collate himſelf, but quoted the ex- 
tracts, which had been ſent to him from Paris. It is true that Mill 
found this addition in two Evangeliſtaria, which he denotes by 
Bodl. 4," and 5: but we cannot argue from an Evangeliſtarium 
to a regular MS, of the Gospels, becauſe the former abound 
with additions, which are not found in the latter. 
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you have added in a parentheſis (as it ſeema. — = In your 
ſecond example you ſay, that the MS. 72 reads &endon0d: v 

Az Matth. V. 47: whereas R. Stephens affirms that all 
his MSS. read de que in this pallage. Now that # S 


is quoted in Stephens's margin with e, de annexed o it, I 


grant, from which vagne notation however you will not 
derive much advantage: but when you add that the MS. 
72 reads in the ſame verſe of 2x riro zoos in oppoli- 
ton to the text and margin of R. Stephens, I muſt anſwer 
that neither Stephens's text, nor Stephens's margin, are 

in this paſſage at all to your purpoſe, With an oppoſition to 


his text you have no where the leaſt concern; and in 


this place you have as little concern with his margin, for 
though Stephens quotes, not o e Taro woos, Which 
you lay is in the MS. 72, but cf D 76 dr rowers, yet he 
aſcribes this reading only ta his MSS. 8 and 3. Conle- 
quently this example affords an argument, that the MS. 72 
is neither Stephens's g nor , which no man ever ſuppoſed 
it to be: but it affords no argument that it is not Ste- 
phens c, to which your inquiry relates in this article. 
Your tl:ird and fourth examples contain nothing more, 
than a repetition of two readings 5, of which I have already 
ſhewn that they are of no value. Nor do your fifth and 
ſixth examples, taken from Matth. IX. 18. XII. 35. ſhew 
what you intended, namely that the. MS. 72 is not any of 


| Stephens's manuſcripts, becauſe in both places Stephens 


has quoted only a part of his MSS. and not all even of 
thole, which contained the Gospels“. 


46. T6 &erovragygy Matth. VIII. 13, and à ef co: Matth. IX. 2. 
The former you had quoted in the caſe of the MS. 2, the lat- 
ter in that of the MS. . 


47. Theſe two examples you ſhould have placed in the | firſt of 
the two ſets of examples produced in this article: and in that 
plece I ſhould have made no objection to them, — It is ex- 
traordinary that in the Gospel of St. Matthew you break off 
your collation of the Codex 5 with the twelfth chapter, though 


the thirteenth chapter exhibits a much more important reading 
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Codex Stephani ? Codex Regius 47. 
To prove that the MS. 47 is not Stephens's MS. g, you 

have produced ten examples, in the fifth of which you 
ſay. R. Stephens affirms that his MS. g read duc Exe 
in Matth. XIX. 28, neither of which words are found in 
that paſſage in the MS. 47.” Ireally, Sir, ſhould wonder 
if they were. You have quoted allo three examples to 
ſhew that the MS. 47 is not any of Stephens's manuſcripts: 
but the firſt is nothing more than a reading *3, which you 
have quoted twice already, and of which I have ſhewn 
that it is of no value. Of the remaming eleven examples 
in this article I ſhall only obſerve at preſent, that moſt of 
them are taken from the Gospels: and yet, according to the 
deſcription, which you have given of the MS. 47, it does 
not contain the Gospels. Whether you have collated 
the MS. which is really numbered 47, and have given an 
imperfect deſcription of it in your Appendix, or whether 
you have collated a wrong manuſcript, I cannot politively 


determine. But it is moſt probable that you have collated 
the right manuſcript, but deſcribed it imperfectly. 


Codex Stephani g Coder Regius 49. 


Having attempted to prove that the MS. 4 is not Ste- 
phens's MS. g, you proceed to how that the MS, which is 


of this MS. than any which you FOR produced: for it is ſo 

long that it occupies eight. lines in Stephens's margin, and is 
likewiſe a very uncommon reading, But perhaps it-was in the 
MS. 92, and therefore unfavourable. , 


48. Ty G&arovregxy Matth. VIII. 13, 


49. In your Appendix p. 64. you deſcribe the MS. 47 thus. It 5 


contains the Acts, all the Epiſtles, and the Apocalypſe.“ But 
in the Catalogus Libr. MStorum Bib. Reg. Tom. II. p. 13, 
the contents of the MS, 47 are deſcribed thus, 1. Quatuor 
Evangelia. Praefixus Capitum Index. s, Acts Apoſtolorum. 3. 
Septem ¶Epiſtolae canonicae. 4. Epiſtolae Pauli, quibus prae- 

mittuntur argumenta. 5. Dua. — 6. 2 7. 
Plalui er Cantica. | 


together are of no value whatſoever. 


LY 
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numbered 49, is no more Stephens's MS. ę than the fore. 


going. 
the ſecond of which is a repetition of the ace: tx ure, 
which you lay is not in the MS: 49: in the third and fourth 
examples the difference is very trifling **: and the fifth, is 

the repetition of a reading, of which I have already 
lhewn that it proves nothing. Further, to prove that the 
MS. 49 is neither Stephens's MS. @, nor any other of his 
MSS. you have produced three examples: but all three put 
In the firſt of them, 
you have again a reading which you had quoted before *?, 
of which I have already ſhewn, that it proves nothing. The 
ſecond example proves no more than the firſt; for though 
the MS. 49 reads Squier Matth. XIII. 33. and Stephens 
aſcribes zxgvipe» to all his copies of the Gospels, yet as the 


Codex « or Compl. edition reads, not Zxgvy/ey as printed in 


Stephens's margin, but z, with the MS. 49, it is cer- 
tain that Stephens's margin is here falſe. The third and 
laſt example in this ſet proves no more than the other two, 


and is moroever totally falſe. You ſay, indeed, that the MS, 


50. The reaſon, why it has been doubted, whether that which 
Stephens called his ſeventh manuſcript or Codex ?, is the MS. 
which is at preſent numbered 47, or that which is numbered 49, 
is the altcration which has been made in the arrangement aud 
numbers of the MSS. in the royal library fince the time of Le 
Long, who determined the numbers, by which the Codices Ste- 
phanici were marked in the year 1720, imperfectly indeed in 
the Journal des Scavans Vol. LXVII. p. 650, but more fully 
in his edition of the Bibliotheca ſacra (Tom. I. p. 208) pub- 
liſhed at Paris in 1723, 


31. In che third example the whole difference is 8 de nou 
xov owinews and ds d CxV4TENs y in the: fourth between dur 
Iva na? Juvdpers — 7e, and ur Ks: Sven — Yivovrat. 


$2, Even cen Mark VII. 26. See the article of the Codex 
Stephani e. 


53. Aqplwuvrai ov Marth. IX, 2. See the 88 of the Codex Ste · 
phani e. a 
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49 reads ev od v1 * Y airs John VIII. 5. in contradic- 
non to the margin -“ of R. Stephens. But if you again 
conſult Stephens's margin, you will find that no other M88. 
are quoted in the compaſs of thoſe words, which you pro- 
duce from the MS. 49, than the three MSS. which Stephens 
noted by 3, 8 and , to which Stephens aſcribes wyi «v- 
ige as inſerted after ev ev» v Ayer, in addition to the com- 
mon text, which has ev ev ri Ayer alone. Even therefore 
if it be true that the MS. 49 inſerts, not T«Q «vrj-, but 
regt abr; as you repreſent it, ſtill it would not be true, 
that this reading of the MS. 49 contradicted the reading of 
the MS. b, for @ is not quoted here. But I much doubt, 
whether you have copied right, for Tei «irs has not only 
been never quoted from a Greek manuſcript 55, but when 
connected with the preceding discourſe 55, makes jgither a 
ſolecism, or downright nonſenſe. Before I have done 
with the reading,” which you have quoted from the MS. 49 
at John VIII. 5, I muſt take notice of a very remarkable 
circumſtance. R. Stephens in the ſhort compals of the 
three verſes John VIII. 4. 5. 6. has quoted fix various 
readings, five of which are from the Codex g; and of theſe 
five, one conliſts of three, another of four words. In this 
paſſage therefore yon had ample ſeope for a compariſon of 
the readings, aſcribed by Stephens to his MS. @, with thoſe 
of the MS. 49. But on all theſe five readings you have 
thought proper to obſerve a profound filence, and have 
quoted only that reading from the MS. 49, which corres- 
ponds to the reading nor aſcribed by Stephens to the MS. g 
Now as you conld hardly fail to make the compariſon in 
at leaſt ſome of the other five, as they are all printed cloſe 


54. You ſay likewiſe to the text of R. Stephens,” on which 
ſubject I have already ſaid enough, ; 
55. A very great number of MSS. inſert eq) urs, for which 1 

ſuſpect that your v drs is an erratum. 


36. The discourſe is. of the adultereſs (John VIII. 1 11.) to whom 
eg} dvd is not very applicable, | 


Together, I can explain your ſilence, on no other ſuppoſi· 
_ tion than, that theſe five readings aſcribed in Stephens's 
margin ©0-the MS. 4 are the readings of the MS, 49. 


Tou have not given therefore even the ſhadow of a 
prdof, that the readings, which Stephens has quoted in 
the four Gospels with the mark g. annexed to them, were 
not taken from the MS. numbered 49: and from your to- 

tal inability to prove this poſition I ſhould deduce therefore 
the ſame inference, as 1 did in reſpect to the MSS. J and , 

jf the MS. ę were not preſſed with difficulties, which do 
not attend the other ſeven, which Stephens borrowed 
from the royal library. Stephens's margin exhibits read- 
ings with the mark g annexed to them, not only in the 
Gospels, but likewiſe in the Epiſtles: whereas the MS. 49 
contains the four Gospels alone. If however the readings, 
which Stephens has quoted in the Gospels with the mark, 

| are found in general in the MS, 49, (and one might almoſt 
, concludethat they were, ſince you havecollated the MS. and 
have not beenable toſhew the contrary) this difficulty willbe 

of no conſequence, ſince the MS, which Stephens called g 
might have conſiſted of two volumes, in the firſt of which 
were contained the Gospels only, in the ſecond other parts 

of the New Teſtament, and theſe two volumes may have 
been afterwards numbered in the royal library as two ſe- 

| parate manuſcripts. Or Stephens himſelf may have de- 
noted a MS. of the Gospels by g, and likewiſe a MS. of 
the Epiſtles by g, though they were not parts of the ſame 
whole, i in the ſame manner as Wetſtein has uſed the letter 

D, to denote the Codex Bezae in the Gospels and the Acts, 
and the ſame letter D, to denote the Codex Claromonta- 
_ the e of St. Paul 5 9 Le Long, who in 1720 


57. If no typographical error has taken place, Wetſtein muſt 
have conſidered the MS. which Stephens calls 2 in the Gospels, 
as a diſtinct manuſcript from that which he calls g in the 
_ Epiſtles, The former, according to Wetſtein's deſcription Tom. 
I. p. 46, was numbered 2242, at the time when he examined 
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undertook to determine the numbers, by which the eight 
MSS. which had been borrowed by R. Stephens from the 
royal library, were then (viz. in 1720) marked in that li- 
brary; deſcribes the MS. which he believed to be the Codex 
Stephani g.thus, Quatuor Evangelia, Epiſtolae Pauli, 
Epiſtola Jacobi, 1 et 2 Petri, et 1 Ioannis. Codex Regius 
2242. This account he gives in his Table of Stephens's 
MSS. in his-Biblioth. ſacra Tom. I. p, 208. ed. Paris 1723. 
And p. 178 of the ſame volume, where he enumerates 
the MSS. of the Greek Teſtament in general, he ſays, 
«Quatuor Evangelia, Epiſtolae Pauli et Canonicae s, 
Graece. Codex membranaceus quo uſus eſt; —— 
quemque litera @ notavit. — Bib. Reg. Cod. 2242. Now 
the MS., which is at mas numbered 49. Was mne 


the MS8. in _ ae . * * W to his 45 | 
ſcription Tom. II. p. 11. was then numbered 2241. I had hi- 
therto conſidered this laſt number as an Erratum in Wetſtein's 
N. T. for 2242, not only becauſe Le Long, with whom Wet- 
ſtein agrees in reſpect to the numbers of the other ſeven MSE., 
calls Stephens's Codex t, in general and without making any 
diſtinction, Codex Regius 2242, but becauſe Wetſtein himſelf 
in his Note to 1 John V. 7. calls Stephens's F, Codex Regius 
2242 even in the Epiſtles. But ſince I have examined your 
collations, I begin to doubt, whether Wetſtein did not write 
2241 by deſign, Vol. II. p. 11, and 2242 by miſtake in his 
Note to 1 John V. 7. I aknowledge ee that I am un- 
able to decide. . 


58. Here Le Long deſcribes Codex Regius 2242 as containing the 
Cathvlic Epiſtles in. general, without making any exception, 
whereas in his Table of Stephens's MSS, p. 208. he aſeribes to 
Codex Regius 224a, the four firſt Catholic Epiſtles, and is fi- 
lent as to the three laſt, as he had likewiſe been in the Table 
of Stephens's MSS. which he had given in the Journal des 
Scavans for the month of June 1720. If the Codex Regius 
2242 is not deſective in the three laſt epiſtles, 1 can aſſign no 
other reaſon, why Le Long enumerated only four, than this, 
that the mark & no where appears in Stephens s margin in the 
three laſt Catholic Epiſtles. Hence Le Long, in a place where 
he profeſſedly treats of Stephens's MSS. might eaſily, either by 
accident or by deſign, pals over theſe three Epiltles in ſilence. 
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in Le Long's time $242; as all 6 have 


examined the manuſcript ; and you yourſelf relate in your 


Appendix p. 64, whangryoin deſcribe the MSS. 49, that it 


was formerly numbered 2242. — It appears then, 15t that 
Stephens's Codex g, whether it conſiſted of one or of two 
volumes, contained both Gospels and Epiſtles: adly that 
the MS., which' Le Long believed to be the Codex Ste- 
phani g. and to which he aſcribes both Gospels and Epis- 
tles, (whether in one or in two volumes he does not ſay) 
is called by him in three ſeveral places Codex Regius 2242: 
and 3dy that 2242 was in the time of Le Long the num- 
ber affixed to the MS. which js now numbered 49. Let it 
3s certain that the MS. 49, according to the new arrange- 


ment, contains the Gospels only 59, Shall we conclude 


then that two ſeparate volumes, one containing the Gos- 
pels, the ne; . e were formerly e as 


g parts 


99. This ai no doubt. 0 3 che new been 
Vas made in the Greek MSS. of the royal library, which was 
+ ſhortly before 1740, (in Montfaucon's Bibl. Bibliothecarum 

printed in 1739 the old numbers are ſtill retained) the year 
in which that Volume of the Catalogus Lib. MSS. Bib, regiae, 
which contains the Greek MSS., was printed, the old numbers 
were ſtill retained in each manuſcript, and in the written cata- 
logue of the library, which till remains there, all the new 
numbers were added at the fide of the old. See Mr, Fleiſcher's 
account, printed in Michaelis's Introduction, Vol. II. p. 298. 
cd. Cambridge. This caution was indeed abſolutely neceſſary, 
or no one would have been able to find, without great diffi- 
+ culty, the MSS. which Simon, Le Long, Wetſtein etc. had 
quoted according to the old numbers, It would likewiſe have 
deen of great advantage to thoſe, who are engaged in ſacred 
criticiſm, if in the printed catalogue the old numbers had been 
mentioned at the end of each article, | 


60. The deſeription given in the printed Catalogue of the MS. 
© 49 is, Codex membranaceus. Ibi continentur Evangelia qua- 
tuor. Praemittuntur Evangeliorum canones,. ut et Euſebii ad 
-_— epiſtola, Is codex undecimo ae exaratus vi- 
detur. 
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parts of the ſatne whole, and as compoſing only one ma- 


nuſcript: that when the new arrangement was made, 
which was about the year 1740, theſe two volumes were 
ſeparated, and noted as diſtinct MSS. becauſe perhaps it 
was found on a nearer examination, either of the hand- 
writing, or of the vellum, or of the number of the lines 
in each page, that they were in fact not parts of the ſame 
whole : that the MS. now numbered 49 is only the firſt 
volume of that, which Le Long called Codex regius 2242, 
and that the ſecond volume is now arranged among the 
MSS. of the Epiſtles under ſome other number 2 7 I do 
not ſee how we could conclude otherwiſe than, that the 
MS. 49 was a part, and a part only of Le Long's Codex 
Regius 2242, were It not for a circumſtance, which I ſhall 
mention in the next paragraph. I ſhould likewiſe con- 
clude, were it not for the ſame circumſtance, that the MS. 


61. Thus the Codex Claromontanus was formerly conſidered as 
a continuation of ws Codex Cantabrigienſis. If therefore the 
latter, inſtead of ſent to Cambridge, had been depoſited, 
as well as the 3 in the library of the K. of France, it is 

| probable thar they would have been arranged together as ma- 
king parts of the ſame whole. And it is likewiſe probable, as 
it has been ſince discovered, that they are not parts of the 
ſame whole, that they would have been ſeparated in the new 
arrangement, and the one placed among the MSS, of the Gos · 
pels, the other among the MSS. of the Epiſtles. | 


62, The MS. 49 is in folio: conſequently if any MS. containing 
the Epiſtles was ever conſidered as its ſecond volume, it muſt 
be likewiſe in folio, But it appears from the printed catalogue, 
that there are only five folio MSS. of the Epiſtles, or of the 
Acts and the Epiſtles, in the royal library. They are numbered 
$6, 57, 58, $9, 60. The firſt and the three laſt were purcha- 
ſed in modern times from the libraries of Mazarin, Tellier or 
Colbert: and therefore were not in the royal library in the 
time of R. Stephens. But the MS. 57 may have been formerly 
attached to the MS. 49 as its ſecond volume. It would be 
worth while to examine this MS. in order to ſee whether it 
contains the readings, which Stephens quotes in the Epiltles 
with the mark. 7 annexed to them. 
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49 was really that, from which Stephens drew the read- 
ings quoted with ę annexed to them in the Gospels: and 
that ſome other MS. in the royal library, formerly attached 


to it, but now detached from it (perhaps the MS. 57) ſup- 
plied him with thoſe readings, to which he annexed the mark 


s in che Epiſtles. For, though you have collated the MS. 


49, you do not attempt to ee more than eight con- 
tradictions between the readings of that MS. and thoſe, 
which Stephens has quoted ſrom his MS. @ in the Gospels: 
and of theſe eight, five are either falſe, or prove nothing, 
and in two more the difference is very immaterjal. 


The circumſtance, to which I alluded in the prece- 
ding paragraph, and which 'renders it doubtful, whether 
the MS. 49, though formerly noted 2242, is a volume 53 
of that MS. which Le Long calls Codex regius 2242, is 
that the MS. 47 was likewiſe once numbered 2242, though 
2241 now {appears in it, as its old number. For M Flei- 
ſcher, in the account printed in Michaelis's Introduction, 
Vol. II. p. 300 of the Cambridge edition, relates that 2241 
is a correction in this MS. from 2242, and that the num- 
ber 2242, as firſt written, is ſtill viſible s. Whether the 
librarian, who firſt wrote 2242 in this MS. perceived, as 
ſoon.as he had written it, that he had made a wrong no- 
tation and-made therefore immediately the proper correc- 
tion: or whether the number 2242 remained unaltered in 


this MS. in the time of Le Long, and one of the librarians 


after the year 1720, corrected it to 2241, on finding that 
another MS. (chat which! is now marked 49) was numbered 


;. It appears from the preceding pd that the Ms. 49 can 
be only a part, and not the whole of Le _ Codex regius 
2242, if he meant it at all. 


G4. Of this correction' you have taken no n in your de- 

ſeription of the MS, 47, (Appendix p. 64), though it cannot 
| - be paſſed over in fifence by any man, who would clear up the 
| hiſtory of the Codex Stephani 8. | 
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2242, Tam unable to determine 63. The latter is at leaſt 


poſſible: and this poſſibility alone makes it doubtful, 


whether the MS. 47 is not the MS. which Le Long meant 


by Codex regins 2242, eſpecially as the MS, 47 contains 
thoſe very books, which Le Long aſcribes 55 to the Codex 
regius 2242. In fact, unleſs the MS. now marked 49 had 
in Le Long's time another MS. attached to it as its ſecond 
part, his Codex Regius 2242 cannot be any other than 
that, which is now marked 47, for the MSS. 47 and 49, 
are the only two which were ever numbered 2242 in the 
royal library 57, For this reaſon, in the Table of Ste- 


65. This queſtion can be determined only by examining whether 
the correction is made with the ſame ink, as that in which the 
other figures are written. Tf the correction is viſibly in a difs 
ferent ink, it was probably not made, when 2242 was firſt 
written in the MS. 


66. It is true that the MS, 47 contains more books, than Le 
Long has enumerated of his Codex regius 2242, which in his 
Bib. ſcra Tom, I. p. 178 he deſcribes as containing. Quatuor 
Evangelia, Epiſtolae Pauli et Canonicae : whereas according to 
the deſcription given of the MS, 47 in the Cat. Lib. MSS, Bib, 
Reg. Tom. II. p. 13, it contains alſo the two remaining books 
of the N. T., the Acts, and the Apocalypſe. But the Apoca- 
Iypſe is ſeparated from the. reſt of the N. T. by two Synaxaties, 
and therefore might be eaſily overlooked. And though the 
Acts immediately follow the Gespels, yet Le Long's having 
neglected to mention them will not prove that the MSS. which 
he calls Codex regius 2242 is not the MS. which is now 
marked 47, For you yourſelf deſcribe (Appendix p. 64) the 
MS. 47 as containing “the Acts, all the Epiſtles, and the Apo- 
calypſe: whereas it is certain that the MS, 47 deſcribed in 
the catalogue above - mentioned contains alſo the four Gospels. 
Yet I would not therefore poſitively affirm, that you and the 
editors of this catalogue meant different MSS, 


67. It has happened tv ſeveral MSS. in the royal libeary; to have 
had the ſame numbers affixed to them: and they were diſtin- 
guiſhed from each other by the addition of 1, 2, 3, ete as 
34247, 3424? „ etc.: but this does not appear to have ever been 
the caſe in reſpect to > the number 2242, for Montfaucon, who 
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phens's MSS. which I'gave in the Notes to Michaelis's In. 


troduction, I put down Le Long's Codex Regius 2242 as 
the MS. now marked 47. At that time it did not occur to 
me, that a MS. now detached from the MS. 49 might have 


been attached to it in Le Long's time. I cannot affirm that 
there was: but as I cannot afhrm the contrary I am at pre- 
ſent in doubt, whether the MS. 47 is Le Long's Codex re- 


gius 2242, or the MS. 49 is apart of it, and ſome other 


MS. now detached from the MS. 49 the other part. You 
will excuſe this prolixity on the ſubject of the Codex re- 
gius 2242, becauſe it is the only one of the eight MSS. in 


_ queſtion, on which a doubt is entertained in reſpect to its 


preſent number. And though I am unable to ſolve the 
queſtion myſelf, yet 1 thought that a clear ſtatement of the 
difficulties s, in which it is involved, might * lead 


in his Bibl. Bibliothecarum enumerates the Rh MSS, accord- 
ing to the old numbers, mentions (Tom. II. p. 730) only one 
Codex 2242. x 


bs. Griesbach, who was probably well aware of all theſe difficul- 
ties, for he is not accuſtomed to examine matters ſuperficially, 
is likewiſe in doubt on this ſubject: for in his Catalogue of 
MSS, prefixed to the firſt volume of his Greek Teſtament, he 
ſays p. XXVII, Regius 2242, nunc 49 ut videtur, aut etiam 
p 47,” Yet this laudable caution, you have thought proper not 
only to cenſure, bur to repreſent in a really odious light: for 
you fay p. 210, lis expreſſions are ſtudiously obſcure. He 
would not ſay to much for Wetſtein's ſake: he could nor be to- 


tally ſilent for his own.” Aſter this cenſure, and after an ex- 


_amination, which you have profeſſedly made of the MSS, in 
queſtion, one might ſuppoſe that you would at leaſt attempt 
to reconcile theſe ſeeming contradictions: but though you have 
made many difficulties (p. 208 -219), which exiſt no where except in 
your repreſentations,” you appear to be not even aware of. thoſe, 
which really exiſt, In fact, Sir, you have undertaken your taſk, 
without being in poſſeſſion of that previous knowledge, which 
is abſolutely neceſlary, if the taſk is to be executed with the 
leaſt propriety. I will mention only one inſtance. In the Jour- 
nal des Scavans Vol. LXVII. p. 650, Le Long had given a 
Table of Stephens's MSS., in which through ſome neglect either 
of Le Long himſelf, or of the editor of the Journal des Scavans, 
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to a lolution: at leaſt, without ſach a ſtatement no ſolu. - 
tion is to be expected. - 


But whether this or that number be now affixed to 
the MS. which Le. Long deſcribed as the Codex Stephani g, 
is a diſtinct queſtion from the following; whether this or 
that number is now afhxed to the MS. or MSS., which - 
Stephens really uſed and quoted by the mark g: for though 
Le Long examined with caution, it is at leaſt poſſible that 
he took a MS, for the Codex Stephani g, which in fact was 
not. Now the latter queſtion is not only of more impor- 
tance, but more ealily decided than the former, becauſe 
we have only to compare the readings which Stephens has 
quoted, with the mark @ annexed to them, with the read- 
ings of thoſe MSS. between which the doubt lies. From, 
your collations of the MSS. 47 and 49 I expected that ſome | 
light would be thrown. on this ſubject; but you bave rather 
augmented the obſcurity, in which it was involved, and 
inſtead of removing the difficulties you have only increaſed 


them. For inſtead of impartially examining the queſtion, 


and weighing the arguments on both ſides, you take for 


— 


granted at the very outſet, that neither of them were uſed 


the numbers 2866, and 2869, which ought to have been added 
in the deſcription of the MSS. 5 and 1, were omitted. This 
defect however Le Long himſelf ſupplied in his edition of the 
Bibliotheca facra, printed in 1723 ſoon after the death of the 
author, Surely then in eſtimating Le Long's opinion of the 
Codices Stephanici, appeal muſt be made to the new and correct- 
ed Table, not to the old and imperfect one. Yet you accuſe 
Le Long (p. 208. 209) of having numbered only fix of the eight 
MSS, borrowed by Stephens from the royal library, without 
taking the leait notice of the corrected liſt, as if no ſuch work 
exiſted as the Bibliotheca facra, But perhaps this, like many 
other of your unjuſt accuſations, aroſe merely from a want of 
knowledge. Though I will make you no reproaches, as I with 
to turn away my eyes from ſo unpleaſant a picture, yet I can: 
not avoid recommending to your ſerious conſideration a paſſage 
in your own book, p. 104. I. 14. of the laſt edition, or p. 79 
of the preceding. 


/ 
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by nde 59, and then ſeek for examples of contradic- 
tion, in order to prove your aſſumed poſition. But you 
have not proved this polition of either of thoſe manuſcripts, 
for either of them may have been ufed by Stephens, and 
quoted by the mark L. for ought you have ſhewn to the 
. contrary. And your zoral inability to prove it of the MS. 
49 would induce me to conclude, that this is really the 
MS. which ſupplied R. Stephens with thoſe readings, to 
which he has annexed the mark ę in the Gospels, and that 
ſome other MS. in the royal library furniſhed him with 
thoſe, which he had quoted with the ſame mark in the 
epiſtles, unleſs the queſtion were involved in difficulties, 
which I have already ſtated. At preſent I can fee no other 
method of deciding it, than an examination of the read- 
ings both of theMS. 47 and of the MS. 49 in all thoſe places 
where Stephens has readings with the mark g annexed to 
| them. If you have collated the MSS. in all theſe places, make 
your extracts known to the public, and perhaps we [hall 
be able to form ſome. judgement. But the examples 
which you have hitherto produced, lead, in the caſe of 
the Codex Stephani g. to no concluſion whatſoever: for 
although from the extreme jpoverty of your proof in re- 
| Ipect to the MS, 49 we might conclude that this MS. was 
really uſed by Stephens, if the queſtion were not divided 
between two manulcripts: yet ſince the MS. 47 likewiſe 
lays elaim to the ſame hondqur, and the examples which 
you have produced from this manuſcript, though much 
more numerous and much more to the purpoſe, | than thoſe 
which you have 18 from the MS, 49, are an inluff. 


69. You take for granted, contrary to 8 own declarations, 
(which you in Vain endeavour to explain away p. 243) that 
Stephens cheated the King of all the eight MSS. which had 

beeu lent to” him from the royal library, and that when he 
quitted Paris he packed them up with his own books,” and 

carried them off ta Geneva. An admirable compliment this to 
the honeſty of R. Stephens, whom you are at other times ſo 
anxious to defend, even 10 his very On 


7 


dice 


and 
the 
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Gent of themſelves 70 to prove the non · identity of the MS. 
47 and Stephens' 8 @, we malt remain in ſuſpenſe, till more 


complete documents are laid before us. In the proſecution 


of this inquiry, you will obſerve that there are three dis- 


tinct queltions to be examined. 1. Did the MS. 47 furniſh 


70, But if you are able to produce ſeven or eight more readings 
from the MS, 47, which differ from the quotations in Stephens's 
margin with the mark F annexed to them, and can warrant the 
accuracy of your collation, I ſhall conclude, ynleſs Stephens's 
gollator has in this inſtance been more than aſually negligent, 

' that the MS, 47 is ut the Codex Stephani Z:- for & appears 
only an hundred and ten times in Stephens's margin, and 
therefore the number of your contradictions bears a confiderable 
proportion to the whole number of the quotations, though they 
alone are not ſufficient for your purpoſe. I have ſhewn in the 
ſixth Letter that a. twelfth part of the readings aſcribed in Ste- 

\ phens's margin to the Complutenſian edition are falſely aſcribed - 
to it. Conſequently we may expect that a twelfth part of the 
readings aſcribed to the Codex ? are likewiſe falſe: and therefore 

a contradiction in a twelfth part will not prove the non - identity. 

Now you have quoted nine readings from the MS. 47, which 
differ from nine readings, to which the mark F is annexed in 
Stephens's margin. Hence as & appears only an hundred and 
ten times, the number of contradictions - is a twelfth part of 
the whole. If then your extracts from the MS. 47 are accurate, 
you have ſtretched the cord newly as far it will go: but hi- 
therto it is not broken, If however you can ſtretch it much 
further it certainly will break: for the. number af contradictions 
will then be greater, than experience ſhews to be conſiſtent with 
identity. NB, If you augment the number of your quotations 
from the MS. 47, you muſt take them from thoſe places where 
the mark & in particular appears in Stephens's margin, and pot 
from places, where readings are quoted with the general nota- 
tion r. or i» ae. For, not to mention the uncertainty of 
this notation, when the queſtion relates to identity and diver- 
fity, you will be obliged, if you take ſuch readings into the 
account, to double the number of your contradictions, becauſe _ 
this notation is made above an hundred times in Stephens's” 

margin, in thoſe books where F is quoted in particular. Whe- 

ther you ſucceed in reſpect to the MS. 47 or not, is however 
of no importance, as far as your cauſe i is concerned: for, if 
the deciſion be made againſt the Ma 47» it will be made in WO 
of the MS, 4%. 
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thoſe readings, to which Stephens has annexed the mark g 


both in the and in the Epiſtles? 2. Did the MS, 
49 furniſh thoſe readings in the Gospels, and ſome other 
MS. now detached from the MS. 49 furniſh thoſe readings 

in the Epiſtles? 3. If the MS. 49 really ſupplied thoſe 
readings in the Gospels, what is the number now afhxed 
to the MS, in the royal library?*, which ſupplied them in 


the Epiſtles ? Should the ſecond queſtion be decided in the 


affirmative, as I am inclined to think it will, the MS. 47, 
if Stephens uſed it at all, he can have uſed only in the Epis- 
tles. But I ſhould then doubt whether the MS. 47 were 


uſed by Stephens at all ?*, and ſhould will that the MS. 


57 were collated, for reaſons already aſſigned ?. Laſtly, 
there is a circumſtance to be taken int6 the account of the 
MS. 47, which, if true, will decide finallytagainſt it. The 
editors of the printed catalogue ſay of this MS., Codex 
membranaceus, emptus anno Chriſti 1687. Now if it 
was purchaſed for the royal library not before 1687, it can- 
not be Stephens's Codex g But here the difficulties already 
mentioned again interpole themſelves: for as the MS. 47 
was once numbered 2242, as well as the MS, 49, it is 
poſſible that a notation intended for the one was applied to 
the other. After all then, there is no other method of 
coming to a final deciſion, than a complete collation of the 


MSS. in all thoſe places, where the mark g appears in 


Stephens' s margin. 


71. As the codes t i one of the eight MSS. which, according to 
Stephens's own account, he borrowed from the royal library, 
and as no doubt can be made that he returned them, it is cer- 
| tain that the Codex 7, whether it conſiſted of one or of two 
volumes, whether the, notation F included oue or two manu- 
ſcripts, is ſomewhere in the royel library, either as a * 

or as two M88. | 


72. Becauſe the MS. 47 contains the Gospels as well as the MS. 


| 49, and therefore they can never have been even conſidered as 
making parts of the fame whole. 


73. See Note 62. 


7 
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codes Stephani n + Coder Regius 62. 


Before I examine your intended proof of the non- 
identity of theſe manuſcripts, I muſt obſerve that the MS. 
62 has been already collated both by Wetſtein and Gries- 
bach: that Stephens has quoted his MS. » between three 
and four hundred times' in the Gospels (for the MS. con- 
tained no more) independently of thoſe places, where he 
has included it under the general notation . or & e, 


which in the Gospels occurs ſeventy eight times: that a 


conſiderable number of the readings of the MS. ij are quoted 
in Stephens's margin from that MS. alone: and that there 
is a general agreement 7+ between theſe readings, and thoſe 
which Wetſtein and Griesbach have quoted from the MS. 


62. I will mention only the reſult of a compariſon, which 


I have made in nine chapters of the readings quoted by 
Stephens from the MS. » alone, becauſe, when the ques- 
tion relates to identity and diverſity, theſe are the readings, 
which are the moſt deciſive. , In the eighth, ninth, and 
tenth chapters of the Gospel of St, Luke 75, Stephens's 
margin exhibits twelve readings, which are aſcribed to the 
Ms. alone 75; and all the twelve are quoted by Wetſtein 77 
from the MS. 62. Further as Griesbach has quoted 

the MS. 62 independently of Wetſteig, I have compared, 
in the ſix firſt chapters of St. John's Gospel, Stephens's 
tracts from his MS. » with Griesbach's extracts from the 
MS. 62, and have found that their extracts agree, as far 


as Stephens has quoted: for though Griebach has ſeveral 


74 I "WI likewiſe obſerved that in thoſe places where the MS. 
62 is defective, the mark „ does not appear in Stephens's 
'margin. 


45. I had no | peniculer * fs ſelecting either theſe three, or 


the fix_ other Chapters from 8t. John's Gospel: I took them | | 


merely at a venture. 
76. Luke VIII. 26. 39. 42. 51. 52. IX. 1 3. X. 19. 22, 39. 41. 


which Stephens collator overlooked; yet what Stephens 
aſcribes to the MS. » in theſe ſix chapters, Griesbach aſcribes 
to the MS. 62. In the number of theſe readings, there 
are ſix 78, which in Stephens margin are lectiones ſin- 
ym 
Under wels circumſtances. it 4. ni reaſonably ex: 
pected that a man, who undertook to prove the non -iden- 
tity of the manuſcripts in queſtion, would produce at leaſt 
a a reſpectable number of contradictions, and that thoſe con- 
tradictions would be chiefly ſought among the ſingular 
readings of the MS. . But inſtead of this, you have pro- 
_  Auced only five examples to ſhew that the MS. 62 is not 
Stephens's MS. x: and of theſe five, the firſt is either in- 
accurate or falſe, the ſecond and fourth prove the very re- 
verſe of what you intended, the third proves nothing, and 
the fifth either proves nothing, or proves againſt yourſelf. 
In your firſt example, you hoy that Stephens's MS. » read 
dreye cer 0700 u. mann in Matth. IV. 10, but that 
the MS: 62 reads Vreye red. v yten ru. Here you have 
copied wrong from Stephens“ 8 margin, in which Erice en 
is quoted, not after cara, but after br. It is true that, 
according to your ſtatement, the MS. 62 has dri un, 
neither before nor after cara: but Wetſtein and Gries- 
bach, who as well as yourſelf have collated this MS., as - 
ſert directly the contrary, and quote orice un after de, in 


the very place where Stephens quotes it from his MS. 3. Now 


as Griesbach 7? has taken the pains to compare with the 
MS.62 all Wetſtein's quotations from it, except from Maith. 
VIII. 1. to Matth. XVIII. 10., in which excepted portion 


the pallage in queſtion is not included, I confeſs that, 


where Griesbach confirms Wetſtein's teſtimony, as he does 


in the preſent inſtance, I muſt prefer it to that, which 


you yourſelf have given, As to your ve, Which you 


have converted into a various . and oppoled to 


4 


5 78. John I. 40. 43, iI. 15. vi. 11. 23. 69. 1 
29. See his Symbolge,criticge Tom, I. P. LXXIU, 


-> 
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— it is nothing more than one of thoſe orthogra- 
phical errors, with which the MS. 62 abounds s, and to 
which Stephens never attended ®*, But even had it been 
Stephens's practice to note the orthographical miſtakes of 
his manuſcripts, as Woide, Alter, and Birch have lately 
done, {till this reading would prove nothing: for Stephens 
has here quoted neither yeygenrry nor yeygexras, though you 
have taken the liberty to add the latter to Stephens's.quo- 
tation from the MS. =. — In your ſecond example you 
quote from the MS. 62, at Matth. XII. 35, mi e «vis 


. Sphalmatibus orthographicis ſcatent omnes codicis paginae. See 
Griesbach's Symbolae criticae Tom. I. p. LXVL, . 


* T have met with only one inſtance in all Stephens's margin, 
where an appellative is quoted in conſequence of its having a 
different orthography from that of Stephens's text: and even 
In this inſtance Stephens would not have made the quotation, 
if he had not conſidered it as an improvement on the common 
orthography. This fingle inſtance is at Acts XIX. 12, where 
Mo ie quotes chunlNd from the MS. „, as a various reading 

to che , Which i is in his own text, and in that of every 
other edition. But here Stephens conſidered the alteration of. 
to , not as an error, but as an improvement: for as the word 
is derived. from the Latin ſemicinctium, it ought to be written 
ena, and not curly e, as WE generally. find it, In all 
other inſtances, the orthography 'of appellatives in Stephens's. 
margin is the ſame as in the text, whatever was the mode of 
writing them in the MSS. themſelves. This is likewiſe true of 

'- moſt other editions, it having been the deſign of the editors to 
note the yariations in the words, and not in the letrers. In 
the Codex Alexandrinus at Mark VII. 12-14, Acres 4xsere and 
evviers, are written with the cacography viſible in every page 

of that MS. aral, axuerury And omierm: yet no editor of the 
Greek Teſtament from Walton to Griesbach has here quoted 
the Codex Alexandririus for a variation from the common text. 
The ſame may be ſaid of the Codex Bezae: for inſtance in Mark II. 

y artet is written «q4ey74:, and in Ver, 5. even ane: yet 
dt Ver, 5, no one has noted a variation in the Codex Bezae, 

nd at Ver, 9 where Wetſtein quotes a paſſage from that Ms. 
2 quotes not erat but aer. It * ee —_— to 


oppoſe n to vergerrai. 
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de AH, and fay Stephens affirms that his MS. f read 
rde xagNes dA. But Stephens affirms no ſuch thing: 
for he ſays nothing more in this paſſage, than that all his 
Copies of the Gospels except the MS. » rejected «age. 
His whole affirmation therefore, in reſpect. to the MS. . 


is that it retained x«g3/as: and, as by your own account, 


the MS. 62 likewiſe retains ae, the example proves 
directly againſt yourſelf. As to 4h, which the MS. 62 


inſerts after e in addition to the common text, it is 


wholly foreign to your purpoſe, for Stephens is totally ſi- 
lent on that word: he gives therefore evidence neither for 
nor againſt it, and here again you argue from your old 

rule. — In your third example you ſay, R. Stephens 


affirms that his MS. » read d1«xAngira: H ge (only) in 


Matth. XIII. 14: but the MS. 62 reads dunAngiras b Tok 5 
teur. Now in this paſſage, Stephens's text is dern 
para: I euros i Troqrriie: and in the margin the five MSS. 
7, Cx 1, by 46, are quoted for a certain omiſſion, which is 
to be determined by the poſition of the obelus and ſemi- 
circle in the text, The obelus is placed immediately be- 
fore zi and the ſemicircle immediately after &4*?, and 
' denote therefore that d was not in theſe manuſcripts. So 
far then this example proves againſt yourſelf, for by your 
own account ir; is not in the MS. 62. But, as Stephens 
compolitor has ſet by miſtake a ſemicircle after «vro#, as 
well as after i}, you have availed yourſelf of this typogra- 

phical blunder, and wiſely pafhag over the ſemicircle after 
ini, have quoted Stephens as authority for the omiſſion 
of i are in the MS, 3. Yet you muſt have known that 
the ſemicircle was ſet wrong in oneof the two places, and 
you ought to have known, that it was ſet wrong in the 


32. Though 7) is here printed i becauſe the next word begins 
with a vowel, yet the ſemicircle is very diſtinct from the apos- 
trophe, the latter being placed, not at the end of the , but im- 

mediately over it, probably in order to make room for the ſemi- 
circle, and to render this mark more conſpicouus. 


- 
i 
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you ought to have quoted the MS, » for the omiſſion of ix\ 
alone, and not for the omiſſion of zu dvre%, Still you will 
ſay, if id alone was omitted in the MS, u, an oppoſition 


may be made between arg, and & reh, Which you repre- 
ſent as the reading of the MS. 62, But if Stephens's nota- 


tion includes only ini}, we have no concern with rer. 
Moreover I have ſome doubts, whether you have copied 


a moſt extraordinary and hitherto unknown reading: and, 


as almoſt all the Greek MSS. have «ranAngiras evrors of neon 
riia; I ſuſpect that you have written & reh where you ought 
to have written e«vro# e; an error into which you might 


the more eaſily fall, as the words are chiefly written con- 
tinua ſerie in the MS. 6a, and therefore you were accuſtom- 


ed in tranſcribing to divide what was connected in the 
original, Indeed, as all the Greek MSS. without exception 
of which we have any knowledge, read in this paſſage «v- 
re, your quotation from the MS, 6a will not convince 
me that this MS. reads otherwiſe. — In your fourth ex- 
ample, you quote from the MS. 62, t yeygerra: b& 76 


Toxin at Mark. I. 2., and ſay *R. Stephens affirms that . 


his MS. „ read de vn Heal. Now, Sir, R. Ste- 
phens affirms no ſuch thing. He quotes & en 


65 For this plain reaſon that itn) alone is omitted i in. almoſt all Fg 
Greek MSS, but 2. «iro7; in none. | 


84. Both Wetſtein and Griesbach have noted, that the MS. * 
omits #7? before are, but they ſay nothing of any alteration 
made in ref itſelf. Now Griesbach's ſilence is very different 
from Stephens's ſilence: for Stephens has not quoted even one 
half of the differences between his MSS. and his own text, and 
therefore from Stephens's filence we can draw no concluſion 
whatſoever, becauſe in places where he ſays nothing, his MSS: 
differ from his text as often as they agree with it. But as Gries- 


bach collated the MS. 62 much more completely, his ſilence in 
reſpect to air07;, ſince he noted the word immediately preceding, 


is at leaſt a preſumptive argument that the ag 62 reads dr, 


vith the reſt of the Greek MSS, 


fond and right in the firſt inflance®?, and conſequently, 


4 
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a his N88. b and 2, (and nothing N various 
reading to & re TgoQurac: but he ſays not a word of either 
r or 4906 before yiygerra in the MS. 3, and therefore you 
a have made an aſſertion without authority. As to Toela, 


which you oppoſe to Heal, it. is again one of thoſe ortho- 
graphical errors, which the MS. 62 has in almoſt every 


page, and which Stephens' never quoted without making 
the proper corrections 5, Further, you have not only 


quoted Stephens for evidence, which he has not given, 


but ſuppreſs ed that, which he really has given. For you 


break off your quotation with Heals, whereas Stephens 


ſubjoins 7 TroQiry/as a part of the reading of the MS. ,: 


and that r Tg@iry follows Heaiz in the MS. 62 we know 
from the quotations of Wetſtein and Griesbach 8s, though 


you have thought proper to be ſilent on this part of the 


reading, leſt the agreement ſhould be too conſpicuous. It 


appears then chat the MS. 62 agrees with the MS, , in ha- 
ving Heal 7% TeQiry inſtead of reh g the reading 


of the common printed editions: and this example there- 
fore proves directly againſt yourſelf. It is true that Ste- 
phens quotes *Hozi«, without an article before it, whereas 
in your quotation from the MS: 62, this proper name is 
preceded by an article. But this is of no importance what- 
ſoever: for if Stephens found in his MS. g, & *Hrais r6 


g, and in his MS. 3, & 7s Hale Ts reo@nty, he would 


not, as I have already proved to you 7, have made a ſe- 


parate quotation for the ſake of the üs, as the two read - 


inge exactly 54 1. in N other 1 hr” pe oo 


g. Wetſtein and Griesbach have * the ſame id this very * 
3 of the MS, 62, for they both quore from \ it Haig and not eat. 


86. Even without their quotations it is evident that # MIS. which 


reads 'Hoaig Mark I. 2, cannot have the en rack rel 


rec rate. 


. In the figh Letter, EY 


858. The difference 8 common ai "Y rote . 
and the reading 2 Hg 74 Tgepiry is very material, for it makes 


89 


paſſage 
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ng or 


race, 
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— c 
MS. n read Sανοεn⁰ rer «Qiao: Mark. I. 16: but the 


MS. 62 has not the word «uQ/8arcee in that paſage. “ Now. 


that the MS. 62 has not «xq/þAnces after <p@RdMorreas: L 
readily believe: but if it has not the noun after the parti- 
ciple, it has it at leaſt before the participle, if we may give 
credit to the quotation of Wetſtein. You overlooked there-, 
fore «uQi8anrge probably becauſe it was out of its uſual 
place, an accident which might eaſily happen to a much 
more accurate collator 39, Still you will ſay that if the 
MS. 62 really has ,s, the noun and the participle, 
are at leaſt inverted, which inverſion Stephens has. not 
noted of his MS. 3. This is true, but then Stephens has. 
not noted the contrary : for he does not produce «uqi8«Anow 
ras «ugiBancees in one quotation from the MS. , as you. 
have repreſented it, hut makes two diſtinct may 
W ee WAGES 2 ; 


: | 8. aura. 8. = No 
* ARG ® SQiBAncger 
9. H. n. | 


AVER iherefore ſays hit his MS. „ read 9 —x— 
inſtead of PatNorres and « uQiBAnreex inſtead of *juQ1BINFeor; 
but this notation does not neceſſarily imply that the noun 
and the participle were arranged in the MS. preciſely as 


a total alteration in the ſenſe. But it is tedlly of no conſequence, 
whether Maas has an article or not: and for that reaſon, not 
only Stephens, but even Griesbach has not particularly diſtin- 


' guiſhed the MSS, which have Hrais with the — from thoſe 
which have "Healy withour it. . 


89. I mentioned in the ſecond Letter a fimilar eee which hap- 
pened to Stephens 's collator at John VI. 15, where the Complu- 
tenſian edition has T4Awv! dvexagneey ale To dees inſtead of àvvννεν,ẽ, 
hav tic. 76 bee. Here Stephens's collator on finding the verb 
immediately followed by he rd dee, contluded that m4Awv was to- 
tally wanting in that edition, and quoted it accordingly, as you 
will find on conſulting Stephens's margin, where «44 is. noted 
as wanting in all Stephens' s copies of the . 


„ 


206 n 


in the cm on tert. md hid de end eh 
one MS. he would probably have made only one quotation, 
arid have placed the words, as they were arranged in that 
manuſcript. But having three MSS. to quote for «&uQa« 
avvrac, and only one of the three for , he ſepara- 
ted the quotations, and left the arrangement of the words 
unnoticed, which indeed he could not have noticed without 
repeating the noun in the firſt inſtance, and the participle 


in the ſecond. Now to have been thus preciſe would have 
been contrary to Stephens's general plan: for you will not 


eaſily find a reading, quoted in his margin for no other 
reaſon ; than a difference in the arrangement of its parts. 
A difference in the poſition therefore 'is of no- conſequence. 
And if the MS. 62 has really «a@i8acge, this reading alone 
es it is very uncommon, affords an argument in favour of 
the identity of the MSS. If the MS. 62 has not ,, 
the letter L which in Wetſtein's Greek Teſtament denotes 
this manuſcript, muſt have been annexed to «wQi8Anes by 
miſtake. But if this, has happened in Wetſtein's edition, 
the ſame may have happened i in that of Stephens: and if 
L was ſet wrong in the former, » may have been ſet 
wrong in the latter. If Wetſtein therefore is right, the ex- 
ample proves againſt yourſelf: if he is wrong, it proves 
nothing. — Laſtly in order to ſhew that the MS. 62 is 
neither Stephens's MS. „, nor any other of his manuſcripts, 
you have produced from the MS. 62. four readings, which 
vary, though not very materially, from four readings 
quoted in Stephens's margin with. x. or & rde annexed to 
them. But this notation is ſo vague and uncertain, that 
5 | 7 no 

90. In the firſt, the difference is between aagrde 48ice and nagęrs, 
Aten Matth. III. 8.: in the ſecond between 2.cextivrgy3t 19 14cs 
and tceabivri N dere Matth. VIII. 5: in the third, the difference 

is only between felge and we?tov Matth. XII. 6.: and in the 
fourth, though you have quoted fourteen words from the MS. 
62, at Mark. I. 16, the laſt word o/uwves alone is to your pur- 


poſe; for on no other word in the whole an 
| IL CESS: annexed to it. | 
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no reading 10 which it is annexed can be admitted as evi- 
dence in fayour of non-identity 9*, And ſince you have 
quoted from the MS. 62 only five readings in places where 
Stephens had quoted his MS. » in particular, and all the 
five either prove nothing or prove againſt yourſelf, you 
have totally defeated your own purpoſe, and inſtead of 
ſhewing that the Codex Stephani x and the Codex Regius 


. 62 are different manuſcripts, you have eſtabliſhed the * 


FFF 


Codex Stephani . — Coder Regiu 102. 


re that the MS. 1oa is not the ſame as the MS. 
which R. Stephens denoted by the mark , you have 
produced a catalogue of examples to the amount of four- 
teen: but the importance which would be derived from 
the greatneſs of their number ?? is very conſiderably dimi- 
niſhed by the circumſtance, that ſome of them are either 
falſe, or prove nothing or prove againſt yourſelf, and that 
others are much too inlignficant to be admitted as proofs of 
non - identity. In your firſt example the whole difference 
between your quotation from the MS. 102 and the reading 


Printed in Stephens's margin with the mark 3 m to 


91, I have — in the lat yeograph ofthe Legs 
Codex Stephani y. 


92. However, if no objections whatſoever 4 . to your 
fourteen examples, they would ſtill be inſufficient for your pur - 
poſe, as Stephens has above three hundred and thirty quotations 
from his} MS. . See Mills Prol. $, 1170. In this number we 
may expect that twice fourteen are wrong in Stephens's margins 
as among five hundred and ſeventy eight quotations from the 
Codexſa I have ſhewn that forty eight are wrong. Bur if we 
may expect that : twice fourteen readings aſcribed in Stephens's 
margin to the MS., are not contained in that MS. as Stephens's 
margin frepreſents them, a difference in only fourteen readings 
betweenFStephens's margin and the MS. 102 will W 
prove that the MS. 102 is not —_— nit 


216 : "pw No. "TS 
it, is ee eek and iris, a difference, REP LM 
ſingle letter only: in your ſecond example, the difference 
gouliſts merely in the particle wr; in your third, in the par- 
tice &i; in your fourth between i r and sar: in the 
ſeventh between Trerouegrvgor and nwre wegrvecs: in the 
eighth between kei and k In all theſe exam- 


— 


Ne ples either you or Stephens's collator may ſo, ealily have 


made miſtakes, as. the difference between your extracts is 
ſo very immaterial, that no critic will allow them to be 
; Froofs that you collated different manuſcripts: eſpecially as 
the MS. 102 is by your own account ſo very intractable and 
ſo very difficult to read, that you think it would have 
taken up even Henry Stephens in his eighteenth year more 
than a twelvemonth to collate it 94, In your ninth example, 


which is taken from James III. 6. where according to Ste- 


phens's margin the MS, « read mp4 after ve, you ſay 
that the MS. 102 does not read yxsr.. But if dus, does not 
follow yeirear, you ſhould have told us, what word does 

Pre 8 Gene onus or what you en o be the 


93. In this kd in particular, . a collator miche 1 been 
Very eaſily led into error, According to Stephens's margin the 
MMS. had the particle d after Ia Acts XVI. 7, but Word- 

ing to your account the MS, 102 has not 5% in this place, Now 

vou will 'oblerve that not only Verſe 7th begins with iG, 
but Ver. 6, begins with Zieabovres, and Ver. 8 with rage al- 
rec. In the 6th and 8th verſes che 3 is followed by 3 
in moſt oth M88. in the 7th in few. Here it was ſo eaſy 
o cone the verſes, in examining a MS. which has not 
- theſe diviſions, that no critic will allow it to be an * 
ours non · identity. - | 


"= Pag. 254- where 1 you 3 to OR. * opinion that 
Henry Stephens in his eigtheenth year collated the Greek M88. 
which his father quoted in his third edition of the Greek Tes - 
tament, you ſay There are Greek MSS, now in the royal 
. + library in Paris, particularly that marked No. 102, which would 
employ any youth of this age more than one whole year in 
. their collation.” Vet you were ſo very expellitious, that you 
 <ollared n JOAN: in a much ſkbrter tine- 
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Gals that followed YOveoeas , in order that we might judge, 
whether it was a word, which Stephens's collator might 
take for qu, and you for ſome other word, in this intrac- 
table manuſcript. In your thirteenth example you ſay that 
he MS. 102 reads vuar dyaxnroi 2 Pet. II. 8, where accord- 
ing to Stephens the MS. , read dase aN. Now in the 
whole ſecond chapter of the ſecond. epiſtle of St, Peter, 
Stephens has no ſuch quotation, Perhaps you mean the 


third chapter of this Epiſtle. — So much for eight out of 
your fourteen examples: but to four others I have. objec- 


tions of a different kind. In your fifth example yau' ſay, 
1 Stephens affirms that his MS. « read. aal ont xa} 

ara dn) drs tes Hou — TUE aal nd, in Acts XIX. 
12, 13: but the MS. 102 reads xai eke xa bxroge/eoJec 


res | 6085, — nee and, in this paſſage.“ Now, Sir, it is 


not true that Stephens affirms what you. ſay that he affirms: 
for in the whale of Ver. 12 he has no other quotation from 
the MS. than *ai euανοννt; and the fix words xab aN. 
deorro Ye A durd rar waws , Which every one would ſuppoſes 
from your repreſentatibn he had likewiſe quoted from the 
MS., he has not quoted at allo. In the 12th verſe. 
therefore you have no concern with. any other reading of 
the MS. 102 than with x«i en: and this reading proves 


95. You oppoſe àvaAx Ace 25 aura, which you produce with- - | 


out any authority as a part of the reading of the MS. ., to 
| IxToglverdas, which according to your account occupies in the 
Ms. 102 the place of aA in dvrav, Which is the com- 
mon reading of che printed editions. Now as Stephens has 
not informed us, whether the MS. ; had here. the common 
reading or not, it is wholly immaterial as to the preſent ques- 
tion whether the MS. 102 has here the common reading , or 
not, But I very ſtrongly ſuſpect that the MS. 1e2 has not .- 


 Togeberdas in the place of the common reading dn#zAAadereeda; &y* - 


zurd as you repreſent it. For all the Greek MSS. hitherto 
quoted; which read laneglverda in this verſe, (among them are 
the Codex Alexandrinus and Codex Bezae); have. it invariably 
in the place of eie du dvriv at the end of the verſe, not 
in the place of Ann an ares before ras views in the 
middle of the verſe, - 


114 


* 
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di has never been quoted from any other MS. whatſoever 

then the Codex Stephani .: and this very reading by your 
own account is in the MS. 102. As the common reading 
js N oitexiJia, the MS. , has here a twofold alteration: it 


fubſtitutes l for 3 and has enpinb3:« with an u, inſtead of 


eijurxhIie With an , neither of which alterations, as far as 
we know take place in any other manuſcript 95, Now you 


will obſerve that an agreement in minntiae, if thoſe mi- 


- niitiae are peculiar to a MS., affords a ſtrong argument for 
identity, though a trifling diſagreement in the extracts 


made by different collators affords no argument for diverſi- 


ty 97. To ſay nothing of the agreement in the peculiar 
reading v as a ſubſtitute for 3, the word ercizh$eor, which 
in the Greek Lexicons, in the printed editions, and in the 
Gteek NSS. in general, as far as we have any knowledge 


of them 95 is written with an « after the 5, being quoted by 


Stephens from the MS. in queſtion with an 3, and being 
found with this ſame ſingular orthography in-the MS; 102, 


_ affords à better argument for their identity, than all the 
arguments which you have produced afford of their diver- 
ty. It will therefore not wn“ by the little dif- 


— 


f 


f 96 It is true that one ** Ms. and one only, the Codex Berne 
has «#: but then it does, not ſubſtitute 2 for J like the Co- 


dex ., but retains 5 and adds . 


97. Becauſe it is difficult if not impoſtible for 4 man who makes 


many extracts from a Greek MIS, to produce a copy, Which 
ſhall i in every tittle reſemble the original. On the other hand 
this very N ſtrengthens the argument for identity, when 
extracts made b y different collators perfectly agree. 


E Even Alter, wh6 coriſtintly notes the peculiar orthography of 
Kis MSS, quotes n from none. | 


Wy. I live alitady ſigned the motive, which indueell Geben 
- to depart here from his general rule, and to note the peculiar 


- orthography ef the quoted manuſcript, See the article of the 
Codex ns 09 vs Note $1, | 


directly and very, ſtrongly againſt you. For gin 
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S e e l and Toes "ry which err 
play at the end of this example. — Your tentht example is 
ſo far from being of any ſervice to your cauſe, that like the 
laſt- mentioned it may be employed agoinſt it. Lou ſay, 
R. Stephens affirms that his MS. 4 read iris ooQor A trite 
wa Tere (only) in James III. 13., but that the MS. roa 
adds & dum after br Now this very addition, para- 
doxical as it may appear, inſtead of being in your fayour, 
is a real disadvantage. If you examine Stephens's margin, 
you will find that Ziris cel l Ixiriuer decker is aſcribed to 
two of Stephens's copies, the Codex « as well as the Codex «. 
But the Codex « or Compl. edition has in this paſſage Zwrw 
voor nai dr b dete Seiten. It is evident therefore that 
+ um ought to have been ſet by Stephens's compoſitor after 
dict, and that owing to ſome neglect it was overlooked. 
This you might have learnt from Milt, who in his Note to 
this pallage, ſays, omiſſo ex incuria & vu, quod in Ste- 
phani a, ſen Complutenſi codice, nec dubito quin et altera 
illo Stephani .exemplari decimo, comparet. If then you. 
make the proper correction, which you cannot refuſe to da, 
without denying the identity of the Codex « and the Com- 


plutenſian edition, you will have a reading of the S. 


conliſting of eight words, which are literally found by 
your own acknowledgement in the MS. 102, — Tour 


twelfth example, taken from 1 Pet. III. 18 proves likewiſe 


againſt yourſelf: for in this paſſage. Stephens quotes from 
his MS. . Arden as a various to r, and jr as inſerted 
before de, in addition to the common text 2 %,; both 
which alterations take place in the MS. 102, as appears from 
wy own mm" er. The word "who which according 


100. Theſe 1 two words Stephens "quotes y, cridng 5. 
to 5. , and , but 28e, to 3 and . Alone, | | 


* Moreover the reading 4n{9«ve, inſtead of les, is not very. 

uſual in this place, for. Wetſtein quotes only fix, bende the 
Codex Stephani . This ciroumſtauce ſtrengthens the argument 
derived from the agreement of the MSS. in to dnddave. 


* 
* * 


e 2 7 dppendis o. L. 


to Your eben is inſerted in the MS. 102 after duagrid, is 
nothing to your purpoſe: for Stephens is totally ſilent on 
this word, and therefore neither affirms that his'MS.'s had 


v#xi, nor affirms that it had it not 5. — Laſtly, you 


Fourteenth example taken from 1 John V. 6.- proves no 
more than the preceding. You ſay that in that paſſage the 
MS. 102 reads $i Savor vel dire, Whereas according to 
Stephens the MS. . inſerted al r, after rr. Now 
IL admit that l ee is quoted in Stephens's margin 
as A reading of the three MSS. 3, e, 1, with an aſteriſk pre- 
fixed to it, and that inthe text the aſteriſk is placed after dare 
denoting that theſe three MSS. read x vet after 8. 
vor, in addition to the comman text. But no doubt can 
be made that the aſteriſk in this paſſage is placed after a 
wrong word, and that the compoſitor ſhould have ſet it, 
not after 3T«ror but after Auster: for all the Greek MSS., 
of which we have any knowledge, that inſert x#} v 
at 1 John V. 6. inſert it, not after v3zre but after aire **3; 
and read , not 3 v8eres N r εννν nel {ſhares » but 3t "Fare 
| nal funrcr aal reifer. Unlels therefore you can perſuade 
me of the infallibility of Stepheng's compoſitor, I ſhall be- 
lieve- that the MS. + did the ſame %, and conſequently 


. Ares you have not informed us. 


* Having attempted, though in vain, to prove that the 
18 103 is not Stephens 5 MIS. in Fear, you next 


"102. vet you have taken the liberry to improve Stephens *s. ſilence 
into a poſitive -offirmation in your own favour, and to ſay R. 
Stephens's affirms that his MS., read wy) duagridv judy A 

bp only” » He affirms, Sir, no ſuch thing. 
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A xreed with the MS. 10 4s far 8s your quotation goes, / 
i which is no further than «iuerer, + __ _ der reads 


Iz 103 The 4 is true likewiſe of all the Laus Mig. which hon 
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endes vor io Nidw; that it is neither Stephens's MS. ; nor 
any other of his manuſcripts. ' For this purpoſe you-pro- . 


duce four examples: but the ſecond” and fourth are falſe, 
and the third proves directly againſt' yourſelf 20. Nou 
have quoted them from Acts XIII. 6. XX. 4. XXVII. 2. 
and ſay of theſe readings of the MS. 102, that they are in 
abſolute eontradiction to the margin, as well as to the text 


of R. Stephens.“ Now a contradiction” to Stephens's text 


is, as T have already proved to you, mung e your pur- 


poſer you have only to examine what readings he has 


quoted from his manuſcripts, namely from thoſe, to which 
the inquiry relates. But in the compaſs of the words «qv 
alga re fi, which you produce, in your ſecond example, 
as the reading of the MS. 102, at Acts XIII. 6. Stephens 
has no quotation whatſoever from his MS. , for he quotes 
only : and . In what manner therefore this reading of 
the MS. 102 contradicts either the reading of the MS. in 
particular, or thoſe of Stephens's MSS. in general, is more 
than Jam able to comprehend. But though Stephens has 
not quoted his MS, . in the compaſs of thoſe words which 


you produce from the MS. 0a, he has quoted it only four 


words before: and there you obſerve a profound ſilence, 
though it was the only part of the paſſage, with which you 
had any concern. I fuſpect that the evidence, was here un- 
favourable. — In your third example, you produce Zena: 
rer mugs Peggotates 206, ag the readipg of the MS. 102 at Acts 
XX. 4. * in Wie paſſage Stephens quotes Ila from 


105, There is only one therefore out of the- four, which, is in | 
the leaſt to your- purpoſe, and even that is inadmiſſible as an 
argument for yon identity. For though aa, is really marked 

with an obelus in Stephens's text, and . noted in the ingrgin, 

at Acts III. 3, yet I have already ſhewn. that this notation is 


wp vague and VICAR, | to be admitted in an inquiry like 
e p | 


106. I have here written both rufe and e wich final . 
ters, as you have written them, notwithſtanding they ate pros. 
per names, becauſe I was unwilling to mike YL, alceration in 
your 2 of this reading. 


— 
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the MS, , 8 4 reading inforted in that MS. between 2. 
Taree and Begoia7or, his own, text having Linien Degoinies 
. without any, word between them. Now this inſertion by 
your own account takes place in the MS, 102, and therefore 
proves againſt yourſelf. It is true that you quote n with a 
Imall and one e: but in whatever manner the word be writ- 
ten, it is in this paſſage evidently a proper name, and no 


other than that of Pyrrhus 7. 


It is therefore wholly 


immaterial whether this name be written in the MS. 103 
with a ſingle or with a double g: for a ſingle g is fo mani- 
| feſt an erratum es that Stephens could not poſſibly. bave 


quoted the ward, without making the proper correc- 


tion . — At Acts XXVII. 2, which is your fourth and 
laſt example, Stephens quotes only his two Msg. J and e: 
9 you en in this very nn mann from 


10. T de you did not take moge, in this ky if in 


CT? 


really is thus written in the MS. 102, for wwys the genitive 
 cale of mages triticum. 5 6 0 


108. I „. 


and not _y in n ed hoy "_ e Iwill not 


. 


N ee ie 4 matter fates, e wrote 
nog or negeest yet, as Stephens has quoted his Codex « (which 


has nogęe) ande three other S8. for this reading. beſide the 
Codex i, he would not have made a ſeparate quoration for the 


' "fake of a ſingle letter. I had almoſt forgot to obſerve that you 


repreſent Begointo; as written with a double gin the MS. 102.3 


but as Stephens has left it undetermined in what manner the 
word was written in the MS; ., this circumſtance will not avail - 


Fou. Perhaps likewiſe Sve#rargoc, which appears in Stephens 


a 110. In this quotation, you have printed Avr. inſtead of 3 
aer. Whether it is an Erratum in the MS., or only in your 


margin, as a various reading to ranerg.s, you confider as ano- 
tter contradiction: but as vrergo; is in Stephens's text, and 


* voi rurgoc is aſcribed only to the MSS. 3, 4, %, you mult ac- 


knowledge from your own MO: that SE was the 
reading of the MS. . , 


—_— from it, you are beſt able to determine. 


if in 


itſelf, 
not 
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Amend N. gig 
the MS. 109 n inflanc ot conraicion to af lan. | 


eee your attempt to provelths nan 


Identity of the Codex Stephani' and the Codex Regius 10# 
is totally uſeleſs, though you yourſelf, Sir, are ſo. ſatiofied 
bp Evert that you deſcribe it *** as being more 

han abundantly ſufficient.“ But this is not all; — 


proof is of fuck a nature, that it not only produces not the 
effect which. you intended, but has a contrary tendency. | 


MSS. are one and the ſame, In the Acts of the Apoſtles, 
from which you have ſelected the greateſt /part of your ex- 


long and xemarkable readings, conſiſting of four, five, fix, 


ſeven, and even of nine and ten words, which are aſcribed 


to the Mg. A But of theſe long and remarkable readings you 


have taken not the leaſt notice **?, though you could not , 


overlook them, as you obſerved ſuch inſignificant quotations 
as 82 and , And that you examined Stephens's margin 
throughout the whole of the Acts is evident, becauſe your quo- 
tations are taken not from one or two chapters, but from ſe- 
veral in ſucceſſion, beginning with the third and ending with 


Wn een oral 4 e e N 


q 111. Ne 28. | 


© 112. The Ms. is quoted an hundred and nineteen times, in the 


Acts of the Apoſtles alone, independently of the examples, | 


where the MS. . is included under. the general notation . 


Twenty ſix of theſe readings in the Acts of the Apoſties are 


quoted from the MS., only, 


113. You hows twelve quotations from . | 


of which I have ſhewn {that three ave falſe, that one proves 
againſt yourſelf, that in three more the difference conſiſts only 


in a ſingle letter, in two more of only two letters, in one of, 


three letters; and i in the two remaining examples tlie ence 
confiſts only in the ſingle words rut and ag.. 


1h4.. You quote from the 3, 7, 13s 16, 17, an. n 86, 92, 00 


27th chapter. 


umples in this article, Stephens's margin exhibits many | 


-\ 
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compared Stephens's 5 quotations - from the MS. : with the 
readings of the MS. 102, throughout the wiliole of the 
Acts, in order to discover as miany' contradictions as polli- 
ple. Beſides, ſeveral of theſe long and remarkable read- 
ings are in the very places, from which you have quoted 
Tolignificant readings, and therefore could not fail to pre- 
ent themſelves; For inſtance in the very place **5, where 
you noted Stephens's -quotation of the ſingle particle de, 
there are ſeven other quotations from the ſame MS. three 
of which are Io long, that onè of them occupies five lines 
in the margin, and each of the other two not leſs than 
four lines. Theſe three you could not poſſibly overlook, for 
the reading ds, which you noted, almoſt touches one of 
theni, another is immediately over this, without the in- 
terpoſition of any other reading, and this again is conti- 
guous to the third. That you conſulted therefore the MS. 
102 for theſe three readings, as well as for the particle 2: 
1 have no doubt: for you certainly knew that a difference 
in three ſuch readings as theſe was infinitely more to your 
purpole, than a difference in a little word of two let. 
ters. Yet you here obſerve a profound ſilence, for which 
I can aſſign no other reaſon, than that theſe readings really 
' exiſt in the MS. 102: ſince, if the contrary were true, you 
could not have been fo regardleſs of your own intereſt, as 
to neglect to note them **5, Nor can I ſuppoſe that you 
| overlooked the long reading of nine words which Stephens 
quotes from the MS, at Acts XIV. 10. as: an addition to 
his own text: for though it does not preſent itſelF at the 

115. In Stephens's 3d edition p. 240. 241. of the firſt volume. Theſe 

two pages are not parts of the ſame leaf, but are __ ws 
each other, and lie open at the ſame vime.. 


116, Two of theſe readings are the two long interpolations, at 
Acts XV. 21. 29., which have been found in both places in on- 
ly two other MSS. (the Codex Bezae and Cod. Colb, 6066) be- 

ſide the Codex ;. If both of them are in the MS. 102, as 1 

- ſuppoſe from your ſilence, they afford a * e for 

the identity of. the MSS, in queltion.? EY 
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fame ties with the three juſt mentioned, yet it is ſeparated 


from them only by one leaf. In the ſeventh chapter where 


you argue from the difference between re and cr. | 


Stephens's margin exhibits five other readings of the MS. s, 
any one of which would have been much more to your. 

purpoſe, than that which you have quoted. The ſame is 

true of the ſeventeenth chapter, where you argue from 
the trifling difference between . c and are. In the 
very place from which you quote wgre pegroger (Ch. XXII. 
20) and oppoſe it to xgerenagrvgoc, Stephens's margin preſents 
nine other readings of the MS, , and if you only turn over 
one leaf, it-exhibits eight more. From Chap. XXVII. 29 
you quote &«76o#per to oppoſe to kure ve; yet at the very 
beginning of the next chapter Stephens's margin exhibits 
two readings of the MS. 4, one of which conſiſts of four, 
the other of ſeven words: and in the preceding chapter ir 
preſents five readings, ono of which occupies three lines. 
Since therefore under theſe circumſtances you produce ex- 
amples, in which there is a difference of only one or two 
letters, theſe very examples operate as proofs againſt your. 
ſelf. Further, you have no example whatſoever from any one 
of the Epiſtles of St. Paul, though in theſe Epiſtles as woll as 
in'the Acts, Stephens's margin exhibits ſeveral long read- 
ings from the MS. in queſtion **?, It is true that you have 
ſix examples from the Catholic Epiſtles. But fix are 


nothing in compariſon of the whole number: for Ste- 


phens's margin exhibits not leſs than an hundred and 
eighteen readings of the MS. « in the Catholic Epiſtles **5, 


117, At 1 Cor, XIII. 8. is a quotation from the MS. 7 conſiſting 
of ten words: and at 2 Cop. I. 6. 7. is a quotation from the ſane. 
MS, conſiſting of not leſs than ſeventeen, . 


118. The MS, . is quoted feighteen times in the ſhort epiſtle of 
St. Jude, and in three places each quotation occupies three 
lines: yet from this Epiſtle you produce no example whatſoever, 
From James III. 6. 13 you have two quotations: but on the 


reading- &xard5eroy, Ver. 8, which. lies immediately between 


them, and which therefore you could not; overlook, you ob- | 
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And of theſe ſix I have ſhewn that two prove directly 
ugainſt yourſelf, that one more proves nothing, that in 
another your reference is inaccurate, and that in another 
you have not expreſſed yourſelf intelligibly. Until there- 
fore you have produced the whole of yonr collation and 
have ſhewn that the more important and deciſive readings 
aſcribed in Stephens's margin to the MS. , contradict the 
readings of the MS. 102, and in ſuch a manner that the 
difference cannot have ariſen from the overſights of colla- 
tors, or the negligence of compoſitors I thall conſider your 
1 proof of diverſity as a proof of identity. 


Codex Regis 237 


Coder Stephani ts 


Io prove that the MS. 237 is not the ſame as Ste- 
phens's MS. 46, you have produced fix examples: two of 
which contradict Wetſtein, who as well as yourſelf has 
collated the MS. 237, three more prove againſt yourſelf, 
and the ſixth proves nothing. Your firſt example, which 
you introduce with an air of triumph, ſaying it is ſo 
firogg a proof that it might almoſt ſuperſede the neceſſity 
of adducing any further evidence” **?, conſiſts of the word 


ſerve a profound ſilence. I conclude therefore that this read- 
ing is in the MS, 102: and though it is only a fingle word, 
it is very important, becauſe, if we except the Codex Alexan- 
drinus, which no one will ſuppoſe to have been uſed by Ste- 
-phens, it has not been quoted from any. other Greek MS. than 
the Codex Stephani . In the adjacent page, which lies open 
at the ſame time as that from which you quoted, Stephens's 
margin exhibits nine readings of this MS. one of which occu- 

| pies eight lines, and is moreover peculiar to the Codex Ste- 
phanj , and the Codex Covelli 3, which latter was certainly 
not uſed by Stephens, as Dr. Covel brought is from the Ealt 
at the beginning of this century. 


119 This is an admirable ſpecimen of critical 1 A0 
© contradiction is to prove non - identity in the caſe of 4 MS. 
which Stephens has quoted in the Apocalypſe alone rwo hun- 
dred and forty times. : 
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leert, Which according to your account fs ttt the Ms. 
237, at 1 Cor. I. 6, where wſgvype is quoted in Stephens's 
margin with :e annexed to it. Wetſtein on the contrary, 
who declares *2* that he collated the MS. 237, quotes from 
it »#gvy@e in this place; and he is very circumſtantial on 
this reading, for he notes that it took its origin © ex inter- 

pretamento Chryſoſtomi et Theodoreti.” If Wetſtein is 
miſtaken, you ought to have particularly noted it, but we 
are now left in ſuſpenſe, which of the two collators we 
are to believe. It is true that Wetſtein frequently collated 
in haſte: but as I have detected ſo many inaccuracies in 
your quotations, I cannot give up Wetſtein, without bet- 
ter authority, — In your ſecond example you quote ga- 
Mia teger From the MS. 237 at Apoc. I. 6, where Stephens's 
margin exhibits gar xe} fegen, as the reading of the MS. 
e. But Stephens's margin is here unqueſtionably falſe: 
for gart, * Legen is aſcribed not only to the Codex ic, 
but likewiſe to the Codex « or Compl. edition, which has 
feoi\ties Leger Without xa; like the MS. 237. Kai therefore 
was inſerted by miſtake in the various reading, and the 
error was probably occaſioned by the circumſtance, that xe} 
is between the two nouns in the text. If you make then 
the proper correction, and make it you muſt, or give up 
the identity of the Codex « and the Comp. edition, the read- 
ing here aſcribed to the MS. «« is that of the MS. 237, and 
proves againſt your opinion. — In your third example, you 
quote from the MS. 237 ze, rd, ga, at Apoc. II. 14. 
as a contradiction to et 75y g, Which Stephens quo- 
tes from the MS. e. Now that e32ate is a contradiction 
to 8,5, is a discovery, which without your alliſtance I 
never ſhould have made. But are you, Sir, who have 
made ſo many collations, ignorant that the third perſon 
lingular of the imperfect, the perfect, and the two aoriſts 
is written in many MSS. with the N , even when 


120. Tom, II. p. 12. *Hunc quoque codicem ego de integro con- 
wh.” In the time of Wetſtein this MS. was numbered 32869. 
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a conſonant follows 1222 And are you Jikewife ignorant 
that Stephens, in quoting from his MSS. adhered to the 
_ orthography of his own text, and invariably, rejected the, 
if a.conſonant followed 122? As to BA with a double «, 
which you oppoſe to - Stephens's quotation BA, with; a 
| ſingle 4, it no more makes a contradiction than 48/8. 
for they are only different modes of writing the ſame 
name 723: and, as Stephens has quoted this reading not 
only from the Codex ic, but likewiſe from the Codex «, 
which has Bax with one «, he has given the preference 
to the orthography of the latter. Stephens's quotation 
| therefore from the MS. «© agrees with your quotation from 
the MS. 237. — Your fourth example likewiſe proves 
' againſt yourſelf: for at Apoc. IV. 3. Stephens quotes cage 
as a various reading to cxg3/p from «,; ©, and ic; and this 
very reading is by your own account in the MS. 237. That 
it is written cag3t, with an e diphthong, does not make 


121. The Codex Alexandrinus and Codex Bezae afford inſtances 
of this kind in every page, the N 2$eaxv5:x%» being added in ge- 
neral, whether a vowel follows or not. Fer inſtance at John 
X. 1 and 13, they both have 20% before : Ver. 5. Mari be- 
fore rd: Ver, 16, the Cod. Alex. has 4*zcwe;v, the Cod. Bezae 
&x8czoiv before xa): Ver. 27 both read 4xoaz85ow before wo: : 
Ver. 35 eine» before dete, etc.: yet neither Walton, Mill, Wet- 
ſtein, nor Griesbach have converted this mode of writing into a 
various reading. In the very place with, which w2 are now con- 

- cerned, namely Apoc, II. 14. Wetſtein quotes from the MS. 
237, and like Stephens quotes 23/3afc without the v, becauſe a 
conſonant follows. 


122. If Stephens had made it a rule to note the orthographical 
minutiae of his MSS. as Woide, Alter, and Birch have lately 
done, there would be no impropriety in examining whether the 

| MS, quoted or ſuppoſed to have been quoted, had thoſe minu- 
tiae or not: though even in that caſe, we could hardly. derive 
from ſuch trifling differences an argument for non · identity. 


123. If the Ms. 237 has read Baez inſtead of haas, your ex- 
ample would have been valid; for theſe are different names. 


> a wo oa r D/oa oo oo _Ywl io. ooo 
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it a different word.: and you might a as well cantend chat 5 
me celebrated pallage Ieh d guerre bn u: uu, N. r. Ay 
which is added in the Codex Bezae at Matth. XX. 28, and 
which every one has hitherto ſuppoſed to be peculiar 
to that manuſcript, at leaſt among thoſe which are 
now extant, was copied by Mill from ſome other MS,, 
becauſe in Mill's quotation we find wigs according to the 
uſual orthography., whereas in the Codex Bezae itſelf is 
lug with a diphthong *25, — In the fifth example, which 
is taken from Apoc, IV. 8 your quotation from the MS, 
237. directly contradicts Wetſtein's quotation from this 
manuſcript. -Wetſtein's text is here 2, 49“ tavro tov: and 
from the MS. 237 he quotes 2, «vr@y as a Various reading 
to iavro, and t x" as a various reading to d According 
> 4 


124. Wetſtein in this very * quotes from the MS. 237 gag 
34, according to the common orthography, as Stephens had 
done before him: and in the next verſe he quotes duxagsolas 
from the Codex Alexandrinus, not tuxxgirting as written in that 
manuſcripr. Examples of this kind I could produce by dozens, 


125, The argument, condi fn your manner, would run thus 

The MS. which Dr. Mill has quoted by the abbreviation 
Cant, is not the Codex Bezae. For 

The Codex Bezae reads weizegs Matth. XX. 28.: but the 
Codex Cant, read wxgs, as Dr. Mill has ſpecially informed us. 

In like manner I could proye that the readings, which 
you ſay you have copied from Stephens's margin, were copied 
from ſome other book: for wherever Stephens has an Jota ſub- 
ſeriptum, your quotation is invariably without the Jota. You 
might prove alſo, that I have not copied ſrom your book: for 
whawver you have omitted the Jota, I have taken the liberty 
to ſupply i it, becauſe it is as much a part of the word, as if f ty, 
were written in the ſame line with the other letters. You may 
prove alſo that Wetſtein did not” collate the Codex Alexandri- 
nus from the example quoted in the preceding note: further 
that he did not collate the Codex Augienſis, for this MS. has 
evyQogrerFopeves Phil. III. io, as you will find on conſulting ix 
in Trinity College Library, but Wetſtein aſeribes to it o 
rid ue in ſhort o may prove that he — no Ms, 
whatſoeyer, 


to Wetſtein then the MS. 237 reads & Ard, Iyer after y 
a.: which exactly agrees with 2, 4 25 evrov Ixer, quoted 
by Stephens from the MS. 16. You on the contrary quote e, 
4nd „ Zyor, without evra» from the MS. 237. Now, * 
I will not poſitively aſſert that you have copied wrong, I 

am not perſuaded that you have copied right: for in this 
very place you have given an inaccurate tranſcript from 
Stephens's legibly printed margin 26: and therefore! 
chaſe rather to abide by Wetſtein's quotation, than by 
your own. — In your ſixth and , laſt example, you ſay 
„R. e affirms that his MS. : read 4rd 28 ro Etat 
are 270 deauerrec In Apoc. XII. 7: but the MS. 237 reads 


Aurd wohepnox: (not 73) ner (not xare). 28 Jedxerres in this 


verſe.” To this I anſwer, that Stephens does not affirm what 
you ſay that he affirms; for in the whole verſe he has no 
other quotation from the MS. ©, than 28 noAruions, as a va- 
rious reading to exoAtunexy the common reading, Now 28 


by your own acknowledgement, the MS. 237 has not the 


common reading erAtunony, but æνννννù it Io far agrees 
with Stephens's quotation, and operates againſt you. You 
lay indeed great ſtreſs on the article , which in Stephens's 
quotation precedes xi, but does not precede it in 
the MS, 237. But this difference will not avail you, for 
Stephens quotes here, not only the Codex « but likewiſe 
the Codex «; and as the Codex « has xe with the 
article, he would not, as we know from his general prac- 
tice, have made a ſeparate quotation for the ſake of a MS. 
which agreed in the main with the Codex «, and differed 
only in the article. Or the collator might have very ealily 
ade a miſtake, as the word, which immediately precedes 

_ "FoAzunon, ends with 28: and, on the other hand if 28 is 
in the MS. you yourſelf may have overlooked it, from the 
ſimilarity of; the terminations. At any rate the agreement 
in the verb will outweigh the difference in the article. As 
to your re, Which;you oppole to were, I alk you how 
. ; 15 7 1772 5 you 
126. You have copied àvrò, inſtead of 4uray, 
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you know, that Stephens's MS. e had gare and not were 
in this verſe: for Stephens himſelf quotes neither the one- 
nor the other. If you ſay, becauſe er is in Stephensg's 
text, and Stephens has noted no variation of the MS. «, 


| I anſwer that he is equally ſilent in regard to the Codex a, 


and yet the Compl. edition, as you yourſelf will find on 
conſulting it, differs fram Stephens's text, and reads, not' 
are, but were, like the MS. 237. In proving therefore the 
non identity of Stephens's MS. « and the MS. 237, you 
prove the non-identity of the Codex « and the Compl. 
edition, Such are the abſurdities, to which your demon- 


ſtrations lead. But this is not all: for the circumſtance, that 


the MS. 237 has pers and not ard is not only no argument 
in your favour, but is an argument againſt you. For in 
the compals of the two verſes Apoc. XII. 7. 8. Stephens 
quotes « and as agreeing in three readings in oppolition 
to his own text. Since therefore the Codex « varies from 
Stephens's text in having were inſtead of zare, though Ste- 
phens has not quoted it, the general agreement in this pas- 
ſaze between « and ie in oppolition to Stephens's text 7, 


alfords at leaſt a preſumptive argument, that « agreed with 


« in reſpect to were, as well. as in reſpect to the other 
readings. - 


To prove that the MS. 237 is neither Stephens! s Ms. 
ie nor any other of his MSS. you have introduced à formi- 
dable hoſt of ſixteen contradictions, But you would have 
acted wiſely, if you had omitted the whale ſet: for of theſs 
ſixteen examples, ſeven are abſolutely falſe, ſeven more 
are not 'only falſe but prove againſt yourſelf, and'the 
remaining two either prove againſt yourſelf, or prove no- 
thing, The ſeven examples, in which you have quoted 
the MS. 237, at 1 Cor, VII. 33. 34. 2 Cor. XI. aa. Ephel. 
127. This agreement takes place throughout the greateſt part of 

the Apocalypſe. In the 12th and 13th chapters alone Stephens's 
quotes « and , As agreeing in twenty mn 
to his own text. 


P 
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IV. 32. Phil. II. 1. Coloſl. II. 13. III. 20. i VII.14. 
as proofs that the MS. 237 is neither Stephens's MS. nor 


any other of his manuſcripts, are without exception falſe, 
becauſe in none of thele places, has Stephens any quota- 
tion, as far as your readings from the MS. 237 extend, 
either with the mark « or with the mark x. annexed to it. 
Conſequently in none of theſe places can the readings of 
the MS. 237 be ſaid to contradict the readings either of the 
MS. ie in particular, or of Stephens's MSS. in general“ 28. — 
The ſeven examples, which you have produced from Gal. 
V. 7. Ephel. III. 3. Coloſſ. II. 1. Apoc. I. 8. 11. II. 20. III. 
18. are not only falſe, but prove againſt yourſelf. For the 


two readings, which you quote from the MS. 237 at Epheſ. 
II. 3. Coloſſ. II. 1. agree with Stephens's text, though you 
_ aſſert the contrary *??, and in theſe two places no various 


128. One of theſe ſeven examples deſerves particular notice, be- 
cauſe though it agrees with the other fix in being totally falſe, 
it differs from them in this reſpect, that the aſſertion is made in 
the moſt ſolemn and deliberate manner. At 2 Cor, XI. 22, 

Where Stephens text has 2:7, with a comma after it, he quotes 

eig; with a mark of interrogation from the Codex iy, but 
from no other MS., and adds Sr ua i Toi; tis, ſignifying that 
the ſame MS, wrote z.; with a mark of interrogation, where 
it occurs again in the ſeveral clauſes of this verſe. Not a ſyl- 
lable more does his margin exhibit in the whole paſſage, nor 
is the leaſt mention made there of any other MS, whatſoever 
than of the ſingle MS. . And yet, Sir, you could venture to 
write (p. 241) the following ſentence. © Let ir be juſt briefly 
"remarked that the MS. 237. reads FER dien, A Toganht- 
wai diet, ad“ SE,. Afoadu IU, x4ywy in 2 Cor, XI. 22, with- 
-out -any note. of interrogation ſubjoined to any of the three 
clauſes, of which this verſe is compoſed, But R. Stephens ſpe- 
cially affirms, that All his MSS. ſubjoined notes of interrogation 
to all theſe clauſes,” I would willingly have aſcribed this aſſer- 
tion to a want of knowledge, and have ſuppoſed that you under- 
| ſtood iv rote ite as equivalent to iv rote Aces. But your 
| tranſlation of i rote tis by to all theſe clauſes,” precludes 
this charitable explanation. 


+ „ Perhaps in your quotation from the MS. 237, at Epheſ. III. 
+ #yrugscev is intended as a contradiction to Stephens's get! 
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reading is noted of the MS. : conſequently you muſt ad. 
mit on your own principles, that the MS. here agreed 
with Stephens's text, and therefore with the MS. 237. At 

Gal. V. 7, where Stephens's own text is Tis dude «rxxo\s he 
quotes dne as the reading of all his MSS. of St. Pauls 
Epiſtles, in the place of «y#xo\c: and this very word zu- 
%%% , and not &rxoye, follows vir vuts by your own ac: 
count in the MS. 237. In the two paſſages, Apoc. I. 8. Ir, 
Stephens quotes from the MS. 46, 6 9 as inſerted after . 
eie, and tr as inſerted before txxanriais, both in addition 
to his own text **: and as it appears from your own quo 
tations, that both theſe additions take place in the MS. 237, 
they prove directly againſt yourſelf. The example, which you 
have taken from Ayes II, 20. you have given in fo conciſe 
a manner, that it will be necellary to explain it more at 
length. In this paſſage Stephens's text, is A xe xf 6. 
, 7s bus Thy , I. THY Myugas faurN- reo 


and in your quotation from this MS. at Coloff. II. 1. the two 
blunders asl, and opa (whether they are in the MS. 
or only in your tranſcript is immaterial) are to be oppoſed per- 
haps to Stephens's Aae, and iwgdxars. 


130, As you quote d with the N #$eAxurixev, perhaps i in this 
inſtance likewiſe the » is intended as a contradiction, 


131. Theſe are the only quotations, which Stephens makes from the 

_ MS, „ in Apoc. I. 8 and 11. Conſequently the remaining parts 
of theſe two verſes are foreign to your purpoſe, unleſs you have 
the privilege of aſcribing to the MS. e what Stephens has 
not, In the firſt inſtanee you argue from 4gx3 xa? ria, in the 
ſecond from rare i» Arx, which clauſes, as appears from your 
quorations, are not in the MS. 237: whereas both theſe clauſes 
are in Stephens's text, and Stephens has not noted that they 

were abſent from the MS, . Hence you conclude that the 
MS. 1e retained them, Now Stephens is as filent on theſe clau- 
ſes. in reſpect to the Codex 4, as in reſpect to the Codex ce. 
You muſt conclude therefore that the Codex « likewiſe retained 
them. But che Complutenſian edition rejects them both, like 
the MS, 237. Therefore on your principles the Codex « differg 
from the  Complutenſian edition, or in other vorens differs 
from itſelf, 
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dnss nee dur Fae: and as a various reading to 
den de THY v eic. as far as . he quotes from « and ie 
the following ſixteen words, 7 ors a Th yureixe: os legs 
d, favriy Tee QnTY, a Jide xl . er, The object 
therefore of our inquiry is to know whether the MS. 237 has 
theſe words or not: but inſtead of giving us the proper in- 
formation on this ſubject, you begin your quotation from 
the MS. 237 three words before the place, where Stephens 
hes begun his quotation from the MS. ««, quote therefore 
Words with which you have no concern, and you . owit 
faurteen out of the ſixteen, with which alone you were 
concerned. Your quotation from the MS. 237 is produced 


in the following manner, zar ed ors — ge, 2, 


which you ſay is in contradiction to Stephens's margin, 


without quoting what ſtands in that margin. Here I beg 


leave to alk you two queſtions, Ist Why have you made 
a break in your quotation from the MS. 237 between tr: 
and ree«@Qiroy, When Stephens quotes from his MS. not 
Jeſs than eight words in that interval? 2dly Why have 
you ended your quotation from the MS. 237 with Tg@iru, 
when Stephens quotes not leſs than fix words after ze@j7r»? 
The ſuppreſſion of evidence has always! a ſuspicious ap- 
pearance: and in the prefent inſtance the ſuspicion is con- 
firmed by fact, for Wetſtein has quoted from the MS. 237 
the words, which yon have thought proper to conceal, 
from which appears, that the whole of Stephens's quotation 


from the MS. « at Apoc. II. 20 is literally contained in the 


326. As 1 do not preſume to __ any SBA without, noting 
it, I think it my duty to mention that in your book is printed 
n., in which it is ſo evident that the » was omitted by 
miſtake, the conſtruction in this paſſage requiring the accuſative, 

dl and not admitting of the vocative, that I have taken the liberty 
to ſupply the v, and to correct ngo@jr: to Teo@g7w, If how- 
ever it is your intention to make any particular uſe of the omiſ- 
ion of the » (whether the omiſſion takes place only in your 

» tranſcript, or this letter is faded in the MS. itſelf, I cannot tell) 

and to produce mTgegir: as a contradiction to Teoghriv, I an 
ready to give up the blunder, the moment you reglaim it, 
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MS. 237. Further, in the very next verſe Stephens quotes 
another reading from the MS. 4s conſiſting of not leſs than 
ten words, all of which Wetſteia has quoted from the MS. 
237, though you have here again obſerved a prudent fi- 
lence: lo that in the ſingle paſſage Apoc. II. 20. 21. there 
is an agreement between Stephens's extracts from the MS. 
« and thoſe of Wetſtein from the MS. 237, in not leſs than 
fix and twenty words, In referring therebore to this pas- 
ſage, as well as to many others in your collation, you 
muſt have taken for granted that every one would truſt to 
your | repreſentations, without examining whether they 
were juſt: but, if ſuch were your expectations, you are 
molt miſerably disappointed, ſor be aſſured, Sir, that not 
all your readers are ſo ignorant and ſo credulons as to take 
mere tinſel for ſterling gold. It is in fact difficult to com- 
prehend to what purpoſe you introduced the example, 
which I have juſt examined. But I fappoſe you have ar- 
gued according to your favourite principle from Stephens's 
lence: and that zare 63 {re in the MS. 237 is to form an 
oppoſition to xxre cd 5Aye" ors, becauſe s is in Stephens“ 
text, and Stephens has not noted *3? its abſence from the 
MS. ve. On the abſurdity of this principle I have already 
ſaid ſo much, that I almoſt tired: but here I nuuſt remark, 
that Stephens's ſilence, though in general no argument 
whatſoever either for oragainſta reading can be drawn for it, 


operates in the preſent inſtance to your own detriment. 


133. Whoever turns to Apoe, II. 20 in Stephens's third edition of 
the Greek Teſtament, will find twenty one quotations from the 
MS, :« preſented: to his view, without turning over a ſingle ' 

leaf: and moreover the words of the MS. ., actually exhibited 
in this place (p. 176, 177) amount to fixty three. Yet in this 
very place you are obliged to ſeek for contradictjons in paſlages 
where Stephens has no quotation whatſoevet, Now you cer« 
rainly knew, as appears. from what you ſay p. 243, that a con- 
tradiction in places where Stephens's margin ſpeaks, was much. 
more to your purpoſe, than where it is filent. The choice 
therefore, which you have made in this place, very clearly lin- 
plies, that Stephens's poſitive evidence was againſt you. 
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For on the word de Stephens is as ſilent in reſpect to the 
Codex «, as in reſpect to the Codex ©: but the Codex , 
in ſpite of Stephens's ſilence, omits se: and ſince the 


two copies agreed in the ſixteen words, which follow the 


place of d, no doubt can be made that they agreed 
likewiſe in regard to this word *. The ſingle circumſtance, 
that they agreed in reading zei del inſtead of r Wir, would 
warrant this concluſion: for Wetſtein quotes ſixteen Greek 
MSS. of the Apocalypſe, which have or: Aer, like the MS, 
u, and al the ſixteen reject at the ſame time Aye . — 
In the example, which you have taken from Apoc. III. 18, 
you quote xoAAvgior v tyxgiry from the MS. 237. Here Ste- 
phens quotes xoAgier tre tyxgiogs, and aſcribes the reading 
to the MS. « only: conſequently, if « is not an erratum for, 
which you ſay p. 214, it is not, your example is falſe, be. 
_ cauſe ix, the MS. with which you are concerned, is not 
quoted. If you ſuppoſe, that « is really an erratum for u, 


x34. As Stephens's text is in this paſſage AM Yyw rare cg d. 
zr. tis hv yuvaize x. r. A, and the quotation from « and 10 
begins with r. 490; Thy yuvarze, the mark of reference in Ste- 
phens's text, which determines the commencement of that por- 
tion, to Which the quoted reading correſponds, ſhould have 
been placed between cs and zA, becauſe br. 40; in the Co- 
dex « immediately follows x«r2 «5. Perhaps it was Stephens's 
intention that it ſhould be thus placed, and the neglect in re- 
ſpect to the notation of the omiſlion of Lats, ought to be a5- 
eribed, not to an overſight in the collator, but to the negligence 
of the compoſitor. At any tate the place, which the mark of 
reference actually occupies, is falſe, for it is ſet after ri, though 
the quotation begins with %;. Since therefore we are certain, 


chat the compolſitor ſet it at leaſt one word out of its place, 


there is the leſs improbability in the ſuppoſition, that the mark 
was intended to be placed two words diſtant from its preſent 
Nation. However I have no objection to the ſuppoſition that 
Stephens's collator overlooked bi, as he has at other times 
overlooked whole clauſes, even in places, where he has noted 
Gngle words. | 


135. Fifteen reject it entirely, without ſubſtituting any or words 
one of them, and one only, has rena in its ſtead, 
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{and unleſs you do, your example is abſurd) why have you 


' aſſerted the contrary p. 214, in order to catch at a twig. to 


chaſtiſe Le Long? But no doubt can be made, that « in this 
paſſage, as well as in Apoc. XIX. 14 is an Erratum for ic, and 
that « was either overlooked by the compoſitor or that it 
dropped out of the preſs, in making up the matter: be- 
cauſe theſe are the only two places, where the mark « ap- 
pears in Stephens's margin throughout the whole Apoca- 
lypſe, whereas occurs in that book alone two hundred 
and forty times. Now if Stephens's quotation at Apoc. III. 
18. was taken from the MS. 46, it agrees with the MS. 237 
in having xaAMvgor be tyxgap. According to your ſtatement 
indeed there is a difference in one letter: but to fay nothing 
of the inſignificancy of ſuch a difference, when the ques- 
tion relates to identity and diverſity, I have no doubt that 
your ſtatement is inaccurate, and that the? was omitted 
either by yourſelf or your printer: for Wetſtein, who par- 
ticularly diſtinguiſhes between #xgy and ix in this 


paſſage, aſcribes the latter, not the former, to the MS. 


237. — Laſtly, the two remaining readings, which you have 
quoted from the MS. 237. at Apoc. VI. 10. VII. 8. prove 
nothing, becauſe Stephens's quotations in theſe two places 
are aſcribed to the Codex « as well as to the Codex u, but 
are no more in the Comp. edition than they are in the 
MS. 237. Nay, what is ſtill more, theſe two examples are 
rather arguments againſt you: for if you correct Stephens's 
margin ſo as to make his quotations from the Codex « 
agree with the Complutenſian edition, which you cannot 
refule without giving up their identity, the two readings 
aſcribed by Stephens to the MS. « will agree with your 
quotations * from the MS. 237. | 
136, 1 from the MS. 237 at Apoc, VI. 10. is Fab 
quviv Hi. In the compaſs of theſe words Stephens has no 
other quotation from ic than Yzgete as a various reading to his 
own text Uzgazov: conſequently we are coneerned with lug 


alone and have no buſineſs with quyivy wey4ayv, becauſe on thoſe 
words Stephens ſays nothing of . Now that%«gate is an erratum 
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. You have "worm therefore . moſt unfortunate in your 
proof of the non · identity of the Codex Stephani is and 
the Codex Regius 237: for, though you have collected for 
this purpoſe not leſs than two and twenty examples, which 
were probably gathered with great difficulty, they defeat 
the very purpoſe for which you have produced them. And 
if your deſign had been to prove the identity of the manu- 
ſcripts inſtead of their diverſity, you could hardly have ex- 


Ry 


in Stephens's margin for Ygztev is evident not only from the 
circumſtance, that this reading is quoted likewiſe from the Codex « 
Which has Z=gztav, but alſo from the conſtruction of the ſen- 
rence, which makes it impoſſible that the verb ſhould be in the 
- fingular, becauſe it is accompanied wirh the plural participle 
Afyovres. Even if it were not an erratum, it is very extraordi- 
nary that you ſhould ſelect an example affording a difference in 
only a ſingle letter from a page of Stephens's Greek Teſtament, 
which exhibits nine other readings of the MS. 4e, one of which 
occupies five lines, But the important readings were probably 
all againſt you, and therefore you were reduced in despair to 
have recourſe to a difference in a ſingle letter. In the other 
example you fay. The MS, 237 reads 6 xe topdgnyropivas 
in Apoc. VII. 8. But R. Stephens declares that none of his 
MISS. read theſe words in this ipaſſage.” Now, Sir, R. Ste- 
| phens declares no ſuch thing: for of the omiſſion of # x- 
zes he ſays not a word, his whole notation being confined to 
the participle alone, which in his Note to Ver. 5 he ſays was 
not in his copies of the Apocalypſe either after ren if x:ad- 
de, Ver. 5, or in the following verſes. But the Compluten- 
fian edition, in ſpite of Stephens's notation regſpats the participle 
after g ä at the end of the gth verſe, and m=_ there · 
fore in the repetition with the MS, 237. 


137. As Stephens has no where quoted the MS. :« in the Catho- 
lic Epiſtles, I once thought that this circumſtanc ſome mea- 
ſure weakened the arguments for the opinion. 2 it was the 
MS. 237, becauſe this MS. contains the Catholic Epiſtles. But 
a more intimate acquaintance with Stephens's margin, and with 

the defects of Stephens's collations, has convinced me, that Ste- 
phens' s not having quoted a MS. in one or even more epiltles 

is no proof, that the MS. did not contain them. Neither in the 
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The reſult of the preceding inquiry is as follows. Of 
the five Codices Stephanici J, , n; 1, ie, you have proved 
the very reverſe of what you intended, and inſtead of 
ſhewing they are not the ſame as the Codices Regii 106, 
112, 62, 102, 237, you have indirectly eſtabliſhed their 
identity, For when a man attempts to overturn a gene- 
rally received opinion, and thongh in poſſeſſion of all the 
materials, which are neceſſary to effect his purpoſe, if the pur- 
poſe can be effected at all, he produces only ſuch as are either 


$33 


vweak or abſurd, the effort, which he makes to confute the opi- 


nion, ſerves only to confirm it. ,You aſſert indeed p. 242, that 
there is not a general ſimilarity between the readings of the 
MSS. which you collated in Paris, and the readings which 
are quoted in Stephens's margin from the MSS. which are 
believed to correſpond to them. But you have totally 
failed in your attempt to prove this poſition: and it is this 


very failure, which defeats the object you had in view. 


Beſides, Sir, we know for certain that the aſſertion is not 
true of the MSS. 62 and 237: for the latter has been col- 
lated by Wetſtein, the former by both Griesbach and Wet- 
ſtein, and there is really a general agreement between 
their extracts from theſe MSS. and Stephens's quotations 
from his MSS. » and 16, as far as his quotations extend 138. 
And though we have no complete collation of the MSS. 
106 , 112 and 102, which we can compare with Stephens's 


epiſtle to Titus nor in the ſecond epiſtle of St. John does Ste- 
phens's margin exhibit a ſingle quotation from the Codex «: 
yet in both epiſtles it has variations from Stephens's text, 


138. Stephens's quotations are not ſo numerous as thoſe of Wet- 
' ſtein and Griesbach; but this is of no conſequence, if thoſe 
which he has actually produced, have a general agreement with 
the correſpondent quotations of Wetſtein and Griesbach. If we 
argued from the difference in their number, we muſt conclude 
that the Codex « is not the Complurenſian edition; fot in the 
Catholic Epiſtles, Stephens has only twenty eight quorations 
from his Codex , whereas Wetſtein has above an hundred 
from the Complutenſian edition. * 
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extracts from the MSS. which he denoted by the marks ), 
, and z, yet I have clearly ſhewn in the examination of 
your proofs relative to theſe manuſcripts, that they have 


been conducted in ſuch a manner, as not only to produce 


not the effect which you intended, but ſo as to be inexpli- 


cable on any other ſuppoſition, than that the general ſimi- 
larity *39, which you deny, really takes place. Nor 
muſt it be forgotten, that even of the few examples, 


which you have actually produced, there are ſeveral, 


which prove directly againſt yourſelf, — The two 
Codices Stephanici , , you have likewiſe not proved 


to be different from the Codices Regii $4, 72: but as in 


your conduct of the proofs relative to theſe two manu- 
ſcripts I have not obſerved the ſame ſuspicious circumſtan- 
ces, at leaſt not in the ſame degree, as in the caſe of the 
three juſt- mentioned, I can only ſay of the MSS. y and c, 
that you have left the queſtion of their identity with the 
MSS. $4 and 72, exactly where you found it. If however 
Stephens's quotations from the MSS. y and e (for it is uſe- 
leſs to produce examples, where Stephens has no quota- 
tions) do not contradict the readings of the MSS. $4 and 72, 
in a greater number of inſtances than thoſe, which you have 
actually exhibited, the identity of the MSS. will admit of 
no doubt. At preſent we can come to no politive concluſion, 
but muſt wait for a more complete collation: yet, though 
I will make no afhrmation either one way or the other, till 
I have leen more perfect documents, yet I think it not im- 


probable that Le Long's opinion was right in reſpect to theſe 


two, ſince your collation really confirms it of the five, which 
I havealready mentioned. — Laſtly in regard to the Codex 


139. By general ſimilarity you muſt not underſtand an agreement 
in every reading without exception, for that is impoſſible. You 
will not deny that there is a general ſimilarity between Ste- 
phens's extracts from the Codex « and the correſpondent read- 
ings. of the Complutenſian edition, though among tive hundred 

and ſeventy eight readings aſcribed in Stephens's margin to the 
former, there are only five hundred and _ to be found in 
the latter, * 8 
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Stephani g, which according to Le Long was marked with 
the Number 2242 in the Library of the King of] France, at 
the time when he ſought for the Codices Stephanici, but of 


which a doubt is now entertained as to its preſent number, 


in conſequence of the new arrangement of the manuſcripts, 
the queſtion being divided between thoſe, which are num- 
bered 47 and 49, you have attempted indeed to prove that 
neither of theſe MSS. were uſed by Robert Stephens. But 
you have not proved your poſition of either: on the con- 
trary, though you would have left the queſtion wholly un- 
decided, if you had examined only the MS. 47, yet your 
collation of the MS. 49 is ſuch as would warrant the conclu- 
ſon, if the queſtion of the Codex Stephani @ were not pres- 
ſed with peculiar diſſiculties, which I have ſtated at full 
length, that the MS. 49 was really collated by Robert 
Stephens. 7 ES; 


140. Here it will not be improper to take notice of a paſſage in 
Stephani Reſponſio ad Cenſuras Theologorum Pariſienſium p. 37, 
In this place Stephens relates what paſſed between him and the 
Doctors of the Sorbonne, before whom he was ſummoned in 
1550, after he had printed his third edition of the Greek Teſta- 

ment, to hear their determination, whether it ſhould be expoſed 
to ſale or not. After having mentioned, that he preſented a 
copy of it to Goveanus and Rufus, who preſided at the board, 
and whom he calls homines inimiciſſimi et imperitiſſimi, he 
proceeds as follows: Vident Graeca elle, eaque impreſſa: con- 
ſilio nullum ſupereſſe locum aiunt. Poſtulant afferri vetus ex- 
emplar, ſcilicet in quo legerent. Reſpondeo non poſſe fieri, 
quod non unum eſfet, ſed quindecim, relata in Bibliothecam 
Regiam, quae mihi precario data fuerant, quibus diligentiſſime - 
collatis etc, Here Robert Stephegs has very diſtinctly placed a 
comma after quindecim,“ whicheparaces it from *relata in. Bi- 
bliothecam Regiam, quae mihi praecario data fuerant” : but you 
quote theſe words p. 244 without a comma after *quindecim,” 
and make R. Stephens declare, that he had ſent to the King's 
Library, not only the eight, which he had borrowed from it, 
but likewiſe the other ſeven, including even the MS, which was 
collated in Italy, and which R. Stephens therefore never ſaw, 
Hence you argue thus. If R. Stephens ſent to the King's Li- 
brary all the fifteen MSS,, it could only be for the temporary 


m i oN 
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The expectations therefore, which had been raiſed by 


your journey to Paris, and your collation of the MSSs, 


which are believed to be the. ſame as were uſed by Ste- 


phens, have met with a wretched disappointment: for 


the collation, which you have preſented to the public as a 
proof of your opinion, is like a globe of atmospheric air, 
which by the gaudineſs of the colours displayed fon its wa. 


tery ſurface may delude the ignorant and the credulous, 
who gaze in diſtant admiration; but the moment it is touch- 


purpoſe of furniſhing his examiners (who did not underſtand 1 
word of Greek, for they took the various Readings for hereti- 
cal notes of the editor) with an opportunity of comparing Ste- 
phens's edition with the originals: conſequently they were re- 
turned, as ſoon. as this taſk was finiſhed, or the MSS. which 
Stephens had received from his friends, would have been un- 
juſtly detained in the royal library, But you are not aware, 
Sir, that this argument not only warrants not the concluſion 
that the King's MSS. were likewiſe ſent away, but proves di- 
rectly againſt yourſelf. For if I admit. (what however is not 
true, and what Stephens's words, in conſequence of the comma 
after *quindecim”, by no means imply) that all the fifteen were 
ſent for « temporary purpoſe to the Kings's library, yet the 
ſame regard to juſtice, which would have prevented the deten- 
tion of thoſe; which did not belong to it, would have occa- 
ſioned the detention of thoſe which really did belong to it: un- 
leſs you ſuppoſe that the property of a King is leſs ſacred than 
that of his ſubjects, which in theſe times is a very dangerous 
ſuppoſition. But Stephens's expreſſion admits not of the inter- 
pretation, which you have put upon it, I own that it is ob- 
ſcure: but Stephens's had good ground for not being explicit 
on this ſubject. If he made particular mention of the MSS, 
which he had procured From his friends, he might have ex- 
poſed thoſe friends to the ſame perſecution, as he himſelf un- 
der went. He ſays therefore only in general terms; that he had 
uſed fifteen manuſcripts, that he had returned to the King's 
Library thoſe, which he had borrowed from it, and then ſud- 
denly breaks off, without naining the reſt. Perhaps in Ste- 
phens's Anſwer to the Pais Divines, which he himſelf publiſk- 
ed in French,” at the very ſame time that he publiſhed it in 
Latin, the ſenterice is ſo worded as more fully to explain this 
matter. Bur this edition I have not been able to procure. 


\ 


>. 
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ſed by ed by the hand of a critic, it vaniſhes into the element, 
MSS. of which it was compoſed, In regard to myſelf however, 
y Ste. I muſt acknowledge that I am ſo far indebted to your colla- 
t: for WM tion, that it has given me an opportunity of removing 


ic as Wl doubts; Which I once entertained on the ſubject of Ste- 
ric air, I phens's manuſcripts, It is well known that when Le Long 
Tyan in the year 1720 undertook to determine the eight MSS., 


tulous, IM which Stephens bad barrowed from the library of the K. 
touch. of France, he elected for examination only eleven in that 
library. Conſequently the truth of Le Long's discovery 
depended on this previous queſtion; Did the eleven, which 

8 he ſelected for examination, neceſſarily include the eight 
ing 8. which he ſought? For as he examined each of them by his 
were re- own account in only four or five ſingular readings, an 


3. which agreement in ſo ſmall a number, though ſufficient where 
deen un- we have to chaſe eight MSS. among eleven only, can lead 
© wale, to no abſolute deciſion, where the proof of the previous 
ncluſion 2 1 

oves d. queſtion fails. But the arguments, which had been uſed to 
r is not prove it, appeared to me at leaſt to be liable to various ob- 
2 comma ff jections, which I ſtated at full length in my Notes to Mi- 
een wete Bl chaelis's Introduction Vol. II. p. 781 — 786: and, though 
vet the there was no reaſon whatſoever to believe, that Le Long was 


ne deten- f "up "Ze 
miſtaken, yet with exception to the two MSS. which have 


ve Occh- 

it: un been completely collated by Wetſtein and Griesbach, I had 
cred than not a thorough conviction, for want of ſufficient data, that 
. his opinion was right 7**, It is always ad viſeable to ſus · 
the inter- 5 | | 

it is ob- > (ls | | | 

» explici 141. Namely in regard to the particular numbers, by which Ste- 
the MSS, phens's MSS. were then marked in the royal library: not in 
Saks os reſpect to the queſtion, whether they were in that library or 
mſelf un- not, for this queſtion admits of no doubt. I aid p. 786 
44 he ha Whether the eight MSS. which Stephens borrowed, are in the 
he King's number of the eleven ſelected by Le Long, or not, they cer- 
ied fad tainly are ſomewhere in the royal library. The notion that Ste- 
ERS - Gap phens never returned them, but that he took. them with him 
f publ. to Switzerland, when he left Paris, is highly abſurd. In his 
n anſwer to the Paris Divines p. 37, he declares that he had re- 
plain thi turned all his manuſcripts: and, as theſe very MSS. were at 
. that time a ſubject of public controverſy, it is wholly incre+ 
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pend our judgement, till the difficulties are removed i in 
which a queſtion is involved; and every man who reaſons 
with caution, would rather have refuſed his aſſent to a propo- 
Ation, of which he afterwards perceives the truth, if, at the 
time when herefuſed his aſſent, he had reaſon to doubt, than 
under the ſame circumſtances to have granted his aſſent to 


a propolition, which he afterwards discovers to be falſe, 
Your collation has convinced me that I ought not, at leaſt 


in reſpect to the five MSS. 8, , , «, u, to refuſe it any 
longer: and as it is always more agreeable to be certain, than 
to be in doubt, I think myſelf ſo far obliged to you for n 


pains, which you have taken. 


Here I would willingly cloſe this ſubject: but! as yon 
yourſelf are ſo extremely liberal of cenſure, even in caſes 
where you ought rather to applaud, you muſt: not expect 
to escape, Where cenſure is juſtly due. The expreſſion 
« ſhameful debility,” which you apply * to Le Long, 


Wetſtein, and Griesbach, might be retorted not four but 


fourscore fold on yourſelf: for of an hundred and thirty ex- 
amples, which you have produced p. 220 — 241, and 
which have been the ſubject of the preceding inquiry, 


dible, if he had aſſerted a falſehood, that it ſhould have remained 
undetected. It was certainly known in the royal library, whe- 
ther he had returned them or not; and, gs R. Stephens was 
narrowly watched and perſecuted by the Paris Divines, they 
neither would nor could have failed ro detect the falſehood, if 

the MSS. had not been returned.” To this argument I will 
now add another, Suppoſe you were induced, like R, Stephens, 

by any motives either of religion or policy, to quit your na- 
tive country and ſettle in a foreign one, and that you carried 
off with your own books the Codex Yatabli, which you haye bor- 
rowed from our Public Library; do you imagine that ſuch: 4 
ſtep would paſs unnoticed, that the Univerſity would make no 
complaint, and that no publications would appear, in which 
, ſuch conduct would be openly reprobated? How than can yon 
belieye, that R. Stephens could defraud the Library of the King 
of France, not of one only, but of eight Greek manuſcripts 
without the leaſt notice being taken of the fraud? 


143. P. 214, 
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there are more chun ſeventy **?, which are either falſe, or 
prove nothing, or prove againſt yourſelf 4 .̃ When I find 
you arguing from Stephens's ſilence, and concluding that 
his MSS. agreed with his text, wherever he has not [peci- 
fied the contrary, or when I fee you gravely copying Ste- 
phens's own words, and. producing them as various read- 
ings of a Greek manuſcript, I have no other ſenſation than 
that of pity for a man, who has imprudently engaged in 
ſacred criticism, without poſleſſing the neceſſary qualifica- 
tions. But when I meet with aſſertions that cannot be 
aſcribed to want of knowledge, when I find you quoting 
Stephens for evidence, which he has not given, and ſup- 
preſſing that which he really has *+*, and conſider that there 


143. They have been all particularly noted in the mo re- 
vie w of your collation, 


144. If I could have compared your quotations tom the Mss. 
which you collated in Paris, with the MSS. themſelves, in the 


ſame manner as I have compared your quotations from Ste- 
phens's edition of 1550, it is highly probable that I ſhould have 
had reaſon to object to many more of your examples: eſpecially 

as I have ſhewn in the ſixth Letter, that in copying only twenty 
examples from Beza's firſt edition, you have produced ſeven 
deviations from the original. And whoever compares your quo- 
tation p. 398. from the Greek Acts of the Lateran Council with 
Harduini Acta Conciliorum Tom. VII. p, 16 will find, that you 
have inſerted a ſentence of your own authority conſiſting of 
fixteen words, which do not exiſt in the Greek Acts themſelves; 
to ſay nothing of the leſs ſtriking alteration of 2% Seas to tv 
74 s,, and the accidental miſtakes of d and ade, for 
z and fvg:oxera:. You muſt not therefore expect that I ſhould 
place thorough confidence either in the accuracy or in the fide- 
lity of your quotations from the Paris manuſcripts. 


145. You obſerve very properly p. 479 that if a falſe tenet or 
opinion is to be defended at all events, it muſt ſeek the 
treacherous aid of cavils and equivocations, by ſelecting a pars 
only and ſtating them as, the whole of an author's words, by 
aſcribing to him expreſſions which he never uttered, and mean- 
ings which he never meanr, by ſuppreſſing what is known to 
be true, and by inſinuating, if not aſſerting, what is known 
to be falſe.” This deſcription, which you very unjuſtly apply 
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are inſtances of the former kind, in which you could hard- 


ly have been taken by ſurpriſe %% and examples of the 
latter, in which you neither could have been ignorant of 


| what Stephens had quoted, nor of the impoſſibility of 


concealing that quotation without leading your readers into 
error **?, it is really difficult to avoid giving way to the 


luggeſtions of a juſt indignation. But as I ſhould think it 
a very unbecoming liberty in me, to make uſe of the ſame 


language to you, Sir, which you think yourſelf warrant- 
ed to uſe toward your adverſaries **3, I will fay only of 


your collation, Valeat in opinionibus et ſermonibus impe. 


ritorum, ab ingeniis prudentium repudietur: vehementes 
habeat repentinos impetus, os interpolits et caula cog- 


| n nene . 


to Dr. Benſon, who was a very learned and a very honeſt man, 
- T requeſt you to compare with Matth. VII. 1-5, where you 
will find ſome admirable precepts, with which you appear to be 
totally unacquainted. 


146. See particularly the Article of the Codex Stephani ze, Note 
5 128. 4 ry 7 


14. See the Article of the Codex Stephani 3, in particular. 


148. You will give me leave however to tranſcribe the ſentence, 
with which you cloſe your third Letter. Thus I beg leave to 
dismiſs, for the preſent at leaſt, his diſſertation : which for in- 
trepidity of aſſertion, disingenuousneſs of quotation, "and de- 
fectiveneſs of concluſion has no equal, ſtands aloof beyond all 
parallel, as far as my un extends, either in ancient or in 
modern times.“ 


149. Ciceronis Or. pro Aulo Cluentio, cap. 2. 
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EXTRACT | FROM mr PAPPELBAUM'S TREATISE ON THE BER- 
LIN MS., WITH OBSERVATIONS, 


Though I have no immediate concern with the Berlin 
MS., or, as it is frequently called, the Codex Ravianusz 
yet as Mr. Pappelbaum's treatiſe *, which is written in Get- . 
man, is not acceſſible to every reader, and the extracts 
which are given from it. in- your laſt publication, are in 
the higheſt degree partial and inaccurate, perhaps many of 
my readers will thank me, if I inform them of the real 
ſtate of the caſe. As it is not my preſent buſineſs to writs 
profeſſedly on this ſubject, the accounts, which I ſhall 
give, will be very ſhort: but I hope they will be ſufficient 
to anſwer the purpoſe, for which I give them. I will 
conſtantly refer to each page in Mr. Pappelbaum's treatiſe, 
which will enable thoſe, who are acquainted with German, 
to examine, whether the following ſtatement be accurats 
or not. , 

In the firſt Section p. 1 —20 Mr. Pappelbaum gives a 
general deſcription of the manuſcript, of which the 39th 
number in your Appendix exhibits an imperfect translation, 
Icall it imperfect, becauſe the moſt material parts are omit- 
ted, for this ſage reaſon, that they prove againſt your hy · 
potheſis. P. 77. 1. 5. of your Appendix begins thus, „* 
any perſon would take the trouble to examine the whols 


1, Publiſhed at Berlin in 1795. 
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N. T., he would have a plenteous gleaning is this way," 
But in what way, you leave us wholly in the dark; for the 
translation of three wohle pages of Mr, Pappelbaum's trea- 
tile, (viz. p. 9. 10. 11) containing examples to which this 
ſentence refers, you have totally omitted; ſo that you have 
a reference, without any thing to which a reference can be 
made. This defect therefore I beg leave to ſupply. In the 


three pages. juſt mentioned Mr, Pappelbaum endeavours to 


ſhew the remarkable agreement between the Berlin MS, 
and the Complutenſian edition, in ſingular and arbitrary 
connexions, or diviſions of words; of which he gives the 
following examples. 

In the Compl. edition, in which the EY both in 
the Greek and Latin texts, are marked with ſmall letters at 
the top of the line, in order to ſhew the words in the La- 
tin, which correſpond to thoſe in the Greek ?, ji is ge- 
nerally marked with only one letter, and ov jy in the Ber- 
lin MS. is generally written in one word. But in Apoc. 
XV. 4 ov wa are ſeparated in the Compl. edition, and dis- 
tinguiſhed by the two letters F and g: and here they are 
likewiſe written in the Berlin MS. as two diſtinct words. 


Both in the Compl. edition, and in the Berlin MS, 
eee rkerage is commonly written as one word. But in 
Apoc. XI. 16, the Compl. ed. has «er: rng in two 
words, which are marked with the letters, g and k: and 
here the Berlin MS. has likewile «x05: rtooxges in two words, 
It is true that 2c: is at the end of a line and 7tvraecs at the 
beginning of the next: but as riev=gs begins with a long), 
which in the Berlin MS. as well as in the Compl. edition, 
is always uſed at the beginning of a word, it is certain 
that the copyilt intended in this inſtance to diſtinguiſh n- 
reger from i. 

„Ei rie is generally med l in one word in the Compl. 
edition: and! it is generally written as one word in the Ber. 


2. 4 repreſentation of theſe references may be ſeen in Michaelis 
Introduction, Vol. II, p. 434 ed. Cambridge. 
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lin MS. But in Jam. 1. 23» and III. I3, à and c are ſepa- 
rated in the Compl. edition, and marked with different 
letters; and in theſe two places the writer of the Berlin 
MS. has written « Ti as two diſtinct words. | 


In the Compl. edition eq ed in Apoc. XVI. 18 is mark«. 
ed with the letter g, as one word: and hene alſo in the 
Berlin MS. it is in one word. 


In Apoc. IV. 8 9 Sis printed i in the Compl. edition 
as one word, thus xe; and it is thus written in the Ber- 
lin MS. 


Both i in the Compl. edition and in the Berlin MS. rar 
exgxxorre Bio appear in general as two words. But in Apoc. 
XI. 2. he Compl. edition , through a mere miſtake of the 
compoſitor, has reccægarora do in one word: _ the Ber- 
lin MS. has exactly the ſame. 


In the Compl. edition ry I Pet. 1. 2 is divided | 


into two diſtinct words, which are marked with the letters 
qand y; and here the Berlin MS. has likewile d ers rim 
in two words. 


In Apoc. II. 12. «8% is ſo | nat in the Compl. RY 
tion, that, though it is marked with only one letter, 7 
is at the end of a line, and J. at the beginning of the next} 


And in this place 7%, which in other places is written as 


one word, is divided into two in the Berlin MS. 


„ 


— 


After having given a general deſcription of the MS. 
Mr, Pappelbaum proceeds in the ſecond ſection, p. 21 71. 
to give a collation of it with the Compl. edition throughout 
the Apocalypſe, the reſult of which is as follows. If we de- 
duct two and twenty orthographical miſtakes of the copyiſt, 
ſuch as Jul for Jener, Regel, for BAgrur , xaxter for xax- 


etc., which Mr. P. has enumerated p. 61-63, and 


3. With 7 and 2 in the firſt inſtance, with s and a in the ſecond 
22 8 


Nx 


\ 


—— WW > ooo 
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with nd ont will ä as. vifiations, the Berlin Ms. 
Gers from the Compl. edition in only twelve readings, 
chtbughont the whole of the Apbcalypſe. Theſe twelve 
deviations are deſcribed by Mr. Pappelbaum p- 64 65, and 
ard the following. 


5 Compl. edition. |. | Berlin MS. 
Ch. IIL- 5. r. . eg, 
wid | 7. nd Ie. 
8 IV. 9. Berens | der. 
. VI. 7. rtraęrn- o τεανν oQge vide Ty riraęrn- 
Al yorrec | AEYEC ay | . 
| S , | xai Pere 
8. 4 Udon j S 
derer | © Sores 
© oroXale? wer uur moAGbe, euro - 
VI. 11. ii To fn ae ard int eee 
Vl. 9. 3 _ 
XIV. 8. i ehe . 1 rohe. 


It is remarkable that theſe variations ate confined to 
ſix chapters, that fix of them are in the ſingle paſſage Ch. 


VI. 7. 8., and that, even if we reckon Ch. III. 5. IV. 9, 
there are only .ſix-other variations therefore in the whole 


book. It is likewiſe worthy of remark, though Mr. Pap- 


pelbaum has not noticed it, that, if we except the omi[- 


ſion of ««i «Jy, Ch. VI. 8. which was evidently occaſioned 
by the homoeoteleuton 6, and regiBA NH, Ch. III. 5. which 


, * This « can berdiy be called a variation, for Teg1Paxxera, with 

--- double A, is evidently a falſe print in the Compl. edition. 

5. Here again Twes: is probably a typographical error for 3ve:. R. 
Stephens ut leaſt conſidered it as > ſuch, for he quotes dur, from 
his Codex 2. a 0 

6. Kn eNov is immediately followed by «> 138. The tranſcribe 

therefore having written the firſt , his eye, on returning to 
the paſſage, caught the ſecond. 


; MS, 
dings, 
welve 
7, and 


(fined to 
Tage Ch. 
. IV. 9, 
ie whole 
Mr. Pap- 
he omi! 
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2 which 
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edition. 
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tranſcribe! 
turning t0 
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is either an accidental or a 3 correction of νννα 
rat, the other ten various readings are an exact copy, part 


1y of the text, and partly of the margin ?, of R. e 
edition of 1550. | 


With exception to the realings, which hve roma 
ready mentioned, the two texts agree from the beginning to 
the end of the book, though the Compl. text in the Apoca- 
lypſe has not only a conſiderable number of uncommon 
readings ® but not leſs than twenty nine 9, which are wholly 
peculiar to it. And what finally decides the queſtion is that 
even the typographical errors of the Compl. edition, if wg 
except 7&rragror Ch. VIII. 12 which in the Berlin MS. is 
written zeregros , are all retained in this MS. exactly as 
they are printed in the Compl. edition. They amount in 
the Apocalypſe to not leſs than twenty, and are enumera- 
ted by Mr. Pappelbaum p. 58. 59. I will mention a few as 
ſpecimens. The Compl. ed. has Tg@rixs an erratum for 
xte k Ch. I. 3, Tu xripe for 2d mwine II. 11, A for 
pers*#y ** VII. 3 and XIII. 16. oi for rss, XIII. 145 
narroxgerager for carrengareger, XVI. 14 etc. Now that the 
writer of the Berlin MS. [hould have hit upon twenty out 
of twenty one typographical errors in the Compl. edition, 
by mere N and without ever boring: ſeen that * 


7. That Ir NON edition of 1550 furniſhed the Variations in the 
Berlin MS; was firſt obſerved- by Griesbach. Symb. Tom. I. 
p. CLXXXI, And this eminent critic has lately put tune mat: 
ter out of doubt, by ſhewing that even the rypographical errerg 
of Stephens's margin, are copied in, wi Berlin MS, See p. 12 
of his Anmerkungen über Leer: Ps Wen der _ 
I John V. 7. Cieſsen 1794. | > 


8. Enumerated by Mr. P. e. 53 . 
9. Pag. 3961. 69. | 13 


10. It is 400 improbable — marcly from an 
accidental omiſſion oF the r. 4 


11. At Chap. XX. 4. Emes is printed right in the Compl, edi- | 
tion; and there it is written right ip the Berlin . 
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Appendix No. II. 

tion, is what no man in his ſenſes can believe. Suppole 
J bad publiſhed in this Appendix R. Stephens's Latin Pre- 
face to his edition of 1550, with the three typographical 
errors xeAuQuia, exe, and augulta for xeQaaain, rixw 
and anguſta, which are viſible in this Preface, as print- 
ed in your Appendix, every man would conclude, 
and with great reaſon, that my - impreſſion was taken 


from your own. Nor muſt we forget to take into 


the account, that the ſame words are ſometimes di. 
vided, ſometimes connected, in the Compl. edition, and 
that too through the negligence of the compoſitor. Now 
in the Berlin MS. ſuch words are written together or aſun- 
der, accordingly as they are printed in the Compl. edition 12, 
It is certain therefore that this MS., in the Apocalypſe at 
leaſt, is a ſervile tranſcript from the Compl. edition made 
by an ignorant tranſcriber, who was unable to diſtinguiſh 
what was right from what was wrong **: and the few de- 


_ viations, the half of which are in one ſingle paſſage, were 


interſperſed by his employer probably with no other view, 
than to afford a pretext for Waden the fraud, in caſe it 
- ſhould be detected. FORE N 


In the third foation p. 72 y Mr. e gives 


a collation of the Berlin MS. with the Compl. edition, in 


the Catholic Epiſtles; from which it appears that here 
likewiſe there is the ſame general agreement belween 
them, not excepting the errors of the preſs; ' If we 
deduct the miſtakes of the copyiſt ſuch as wine, for 
* 1 John I. 10, and, a certain omiſſion,” which 1 ſhall 
afterwards mention, there are only fourteen words, in 
which they differ **: and what is i e to beire 


12. Examples have been already given, 

13. Tf any one ſhould ſuppoſe that the Berlin MS. inſtead of 
being a tranſcript. from the Compl. edition, was the MS. from 
which this edition was printed, I refer him to my 2434 Note 
to Michaelis Introduction, Vol. II. p. 765. b 


14. Theſe you have produced at full length p. 296- 298. 
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marked, though Mr. Pappelbaum has not noticed it, twelve 
out of the fourteen words *5, in which the Berlin MS, dif. 
fers from the Compl. edition, are various readings i in Ste- 
phbns's margin, the thirteenth * is a reading of Stephens's 
text, and the remaining fourteenth is probably a mere ac- 
cidental variation occaſioned by an overſight in the copyiſt, 
for the whole difference conſiſts in a ſingle letter 7 — In» 
all other reſpects the two texts perfectly agree, not only in 
all the fingular readings of the Compl. edition, but like- 
wiſe in fourteen typographical errors 1s. With reſpeet to 
the firſt epiſtle of St. John in particular, which is the prin- 
cipal object of inquiry in the Berlin manuſcript, we have 
the ſtrongeſt proof of all, that it was copied from the 
Compl. edition: for if we deduct the miſtakes of the co- 
pyiſt, ſuch as z«@wer, elde, etc. which cannot be called 
variations, and a certain paſſage, which I ſhall mention 
preſently, there is only one word, in which they differ, 
and in this word the Berlin MS. agrees with, Stephens's 
margin 9. Now the Compl. edition in this epiſtle has ten 
peculiar readings 2, and the three following typographical 
errors edi for ed Ch. L 2, Jide for Ng 
Ch. II. 27, and ne for d ,s Ch, III. 22. Since therefore 


9 Namely thoſe in James II. 25. IV. 12. V. 7. 19. 1 Pet. II. 11, 


Jud. 23. 
16. In 2 Pet. I. 11. 


17. This example is in 1 Pet. u. 2, where the Compl. has RY | 
4 «/g105, for which the writer of 3 
d Abi,. 

38, Theſe are enumerated by Mr, Pappelbaum p. 76. jo. 83, 87. 
92. 95. ; 


V. 14. 2 Pet. L n 1 John V. 16, 3 John 10. 


19. At 1 John V. 10 the Compl. edition has 1G 9g, the Berlin 


MS, . 9:5 which is a various reading in ee margin. 
20. Enumerated by Mr. P. p. 76. 77. 


21. To theſe may be likewiſe added the omiſnon of ». in iu 
before a vowel Ch. III. 10, in which they alſo agree, 


848 1 Appendis No. II. 


; the Berlin MS. agrees in this epiſtle with G edi 
tion in every word but one, which was perhaps inſerted 


as a maſk, in the neighbourhood of 1 John V. 7, and ex · 
hibits, not only all its peculiar readings, but even the very 
errors of the preſs, a man muſt doubt his own exiſtence, if 
he doubts whether the MS. is a copy of that edition. Laſtly 
the exception, of which I have already ſpoken, though it 


is a deviation of the Berlin MS. from the Compl. edition, 


affords a very ſtrong additional argument that the former 
3s a tranſcript from the latter. At 1 John V. 4 the words 
ne turn dels ij en f ui. v v,, Are omitted in the Ber- 
lin MS. Now theſe words are omitted in no other Greek 
MS., and in no printed edition: but in the Compl. text 
they exactly occupy one whole line, and not only this line 
ends with 761 xceuor, but likewiſe the preceding. The cauſe 
therefore of the omiſſion of theſe words in the Berlin MS, 
is obvious. 

In the Appendix u to the third ſection p. 97-99. Mr. 
Pappelbaum gives a few ſelect examples from the Gospels, 


the Acts and St. Pauls epiſtles, from which it appears that 


in. theſe books likewiſe the Berlin MS. has the iypographi- 
cal errors of the Compl. edition. 

Laſtly in the fourth ſection p. 101-1 37 he gives 2 
complete collation of the Gospel of St. Matthew, from 
which it appears that the Berlin MS: is here alſo unques- 
tionably a copy of the Gompl. edition. For though in addi- 
tion to the errors of the * 85 _ are Pd * 


28. . Such as Ae for '163#cac , dg ge for , etc, enume- 
rated by Mr. Pappelbaum, p. 123123. 


23. They are enumerated by Mr. Pepbelbenm p. 127-13t. The 
greateſt part of them you have drawn out at full length p. 
- -- 291-296. You have likewiſe taken the liberty to augment 
them by an example of your own, though you expreſsly ay 

p. 291 that you have copied from Mr, Pappelbaum. The ex 
ample, which I mean, is taken from Matth. VI. 13, and merits 
| 3 notice, for you have inſerted it not only without 
Mr. Pappelbaum's . but contrary to. his authority, 
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of this Gospel, in which the former Libere frowg the latter, 
the ne 1 interſperſed mare N in the 


and moreover contrary to your. on knowledge. The doxology 
in Matth, VI, 13 is rejected from the text of the Compl. edition, 
and in a marginal note the . aſſign. their reaſons for re- 
jecting it, where they quote the rejected words, that the reader 
may underſtand the fubject of the Nate. In the Berlin MS, 
the. doxalogy is likewiſe rejected; it agrees therefore with the 
Compl. edition, and is quoted accordingly by Mr. Pappelbaum 
p. 116. That the marginal note in the Compl. edition is not 
copied in the Berlin MS. is foreign to the purpoſe, no one ever 
pretended that the marginal notes in the former were tranſcri- 


bed in the latter, and the perſon who procured the MS, to be 


written was certainly not ſuch an idiot, gs to ſuffer the notes 
of the Complutenſian editors to be copied, for thele notes 
would have discovered the impoſture in an inftant. Now in 
your firſt edition you had aſſerted, that the Comp, edition con- 
tained the doxology Matth. VI. 13, and quoted it, as an 
example of disagreement with the Berlin MS, This was ex- 
cuſable, becauſe you were led into error. by the Engliſh trans- 
lation of Martin's French treatiſe. Before the publication of 
your ſecond edition, you had learnt that the Compl. text in- 


ſtead of -the retaining, rejected the doxology, and that the re- 


ſons for the rejection were aſſigned in the margin. Vet inſtead 
of expunging the ſentence, you repeated the aſlertion' in your 
ſecond edition, and qualified it with «he following note. This 
doxology ſtands, in the margin of the Camplutenſian edition,” 

For this conduct you were very ſeverely reprehended by Pro- 
feſſor Porſon p. 121, and in terms, which ſome have cenſured 
for their plainneſs; but if we may judge from, your conduct, 
the Profeſſor did not ſpeak plainly enough, for the ſame falſe 
aſſertion is again repeated p. 292 of your laſt edition, and what 
is till worſe, inſtead of letting it remain a direct one, you 
have converted it into the following equivocation. In VI. 
13. thel Compl. edition has the doxology compleat — For 
thine is the kingdom, the power, and the glory, for ever and 
ever”: of which the margin of the Berlin Ms. has not a ſingle 
word,” Now Sir, many of your readers will take this for . 
nonſenſe: bur thoſe who are acquainted with your former pub- 
lications will perceive; that with the conſciousneſs of aſſerting 


what you could not juſtify, you ſhielded yourſelf unger a 
ſtudied ambiguity » which might lead the ignorant into error, 


and yet, in * of an attack, might enable the author yo es- 


+ 
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firſt book of the N. T., becauſe it was ſuppoſed that this 


[ was the firſt book 24, which would be examined 25, yet the 
agreement between them in every other reſpect, from the 
| beginning to the end of the Gospel, is ſo uniform and 
e not a in e readings, but in the typo- 


eape. The little line atfo after the word « complent* was not 
added without good - reaſons: it will at leaſt furniſh 4 pretext 
for ſaying that the words in the margin” are there to be un- 
derſtood. If you take refuge in this explanation, your ex- 
ample will become abſurd: as it ſtands at preſent it is really, 
Sir, a total deviation from the truth. If you plead ignorance 
on this ſubject, there is anether paſſage in your own book, 
p. 395, which will inſtantly condemn you: for you fay in this 
place The marginal note in Matth. VI. 13 contains an account 
given by the Complutenſian editors of their having emitted the 
Doxelogy in that verſe. And the reaſon which they aſſign for 
the omiſſion does them infinite honour,” The aſlertion therefore, 
in your laſt edition, that the *Complutenſian edition contains 
the Doxology complete,” at Matth. VI. 13, was _—_ made 
contrary to your own knowledge. ; 


24. Nor muſt we forget that the Gospel of St. wum, is one 
of the longeſt books in the whole N. T. 1 


25. Of the forty readings, in which the Berlin MS, differs from 
the Compl. edition, thirty fix are in Stephens's margin, as I 
have found on examination. The other four are probably ac- 

_ * eidental alterations. For at Matth. XIII. 47. the Compl. cd. has 
evwayeyery, the Berlin MS. cee through an overfight of the 
copyiſt. The fame cauſe produced the difference at Matth. XXII. 
32. where the Compl. ed. has #::» 5 ez; exc; vexggv, the Berlin 
MS. r. s ede vixgwy, the ſecond ese being overlooked. Through 
the fame negligence the difference in Ch. XVI. 28 was probably 
occalioned, the one having yeGevvres the other yeicoyras. Nor 
is the difference at Matth. XII. 35 difficule to be explained, 
though the Compl. has remęà x the Berlin MS, ra T@vyees; for 
wovygog occurs twice before in the ſame verſe, both times with 
the article, and in the ſecond place with an interval of only 
two words. A repetition of it therefore in the- third inſtance 
might eaſily be made in the copy, though it has not been in 

the original. In the Gospel of St. Matthew therefore as well 
as in the Apocalypſe, the deſigned mace wero 1 
from R. Stephens, : 
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graphical errors, and in the arbitrary divifion and connexion 
of words, that we cannot ſuppoſe the Berlin MS. to have 
been copied from any other original than the Compl. edi- 
tion, without involving ourſelves in a manifeſt abſurdity, 
The twenty nine peculiar readings of the Compl. edition, 
all of which, without any exception whatſoever, are co- 
pied in the Berlin MS. Mr. Pappelbaum enumerates p. 116. 
117. Among them is the ſingular reading 8«xa&f8&8 Matth. 
X. 25, which the Compl. editors adopted from the Vulgate 
Beelzebub, the Greek MSS. having univerſally ge 
Further, the Berlin MS. exhibits in the Gospel of St. Mat- 
thew thirteen typographical errors of the Compl. edition, 
which Mr. P. enumerates p. 115. 116. The following 
may ſerve as ſpecimens. Matth. IV. 12. gen is falſely 
printed for wage359y, and wegs3s3y is faithfully retained in 
the Berlin MS. The verb cue is rightly printed with an 
« diphthong in the Comp l. edition throughout the Gospel of 
St. Matthew except Ch. V. 6 where xu@rtec is falſely print- 
ed for r, and Ch. XXV. 37 where rund is falſely 
printed for Twine. In like manner the Berlin MS., 
throughout the whole Gospel, exhibits news with a diph- 
thong, except in theſe two pallages, where it has xs 
and Tore, At Ch. XX. 19 rwmvryxer is fallely printed, 
for Tgoonreyxan in the Compl. edition: and the ignorant 
writer of the Berlin MS, has faithfully retained the blunder. 
Theſe are very decifive proofs: but the following are if 
poſſible ſtill more ſo. ' 28g occurs in the Gospel of St. 
Matthew fix times, and in the Compl. edition is printed 
in; four places, as two words, viz, Ch. II. 12. 19. 
22. XXVII. 19, and in theſe places the Berlin MS. 
allo exhibits. r wg in two words: but in Ch. I. 20. 
II. 13. the two words are printed together, thus reg, 
and here the Berlin MS. has alſo e in one word. And 
what makes this coincidence the more remarkable, is that 
ſome of theſe changes follow each other ſo ſuddenly in the 
ſame place. For in the 2d Chapter r bg occurs four times: 
Ver. 12 it is in two words, Ver. 13 in one, Ver. 19 and 22, 
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again in two, An agreement in ſuch, fudden andl arbitrary 
changes no man can aſcribe to mere accident. Again, de 
dee is printed as two words in Ch. VI. 25. XIIL 13, 52. 
XVIII. 23. XXIII. 34. in the Compl. edition, and in theſe 
places the Berlin MS. exhibits 3, re in two words: but 
in Ch, XIV. 2. XXI. 43. XXIII. x4. XXIV. 44. the Compl. 
edition has Jryre in one word, and here the Berlin MS. 
has alſo drr in one word. Several other examples of 
the ſame arbitrary connexion and diviſion of wards, which 
can be aſcribed only to the negligence of the Complutenſian 
printer, and in which the ignorant wrifer of the Berlin 
MS. has gravely followed him, are given by Mr. Pappel. 
baum p. 118. 119. If we include thoſe, which I have al- 
ready quoted, they amount to twenty four. Laſtly the 
very blunders, that were made by the writer of the Berlin 
MS. clearly ſhew that he copied from the Compl. edition, 
For inſtance, zide (vidit) Ch. IV. 16, is fo printed in this 
edition that & is at the end of one line, J. at the beginning 
of the next: and here the Berlin MS. exhibits « 8 in two 
words, In Ch. XV. 29. fe is ſo printed in the Comp]. 
edition, that n ends one line, and t begins the next: 
and here in the Berlin MS. nr is fplit into two words, 
and written thils dn ro. Other examples of. the ſame 
kind are given by Mr. Pappelbaum p. 120. 121. - 
Here will cloſe the account: for if you are nat already 
convinced that the Berlin MS. is a copy of the Compluten- 
fan edition, with variations interſperſed from Stephens's 
edition of 1550, you will not believe though one roſe from 
the dead.“ For further particulars on this ſubjectT refer 
you to Michaelis's Introduction Vol. H. p. 293. 297, and 
the Notes which 1 have added, p. 764-766. Michaelis 
ends his deſcription thus,' Enough, and more than 
enough has been ſaid of a manuſcript, which is a mere 
impoſture. Let it be conſidered in future, as having no 
critical exiſtence, 1 never N in n of 1 John 
; V. 7.” . 
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; | AS | ay 3 A 
CONTAINING A PROOF OF THE PROPOSITION ADVANCED 1N 
THE THIRD LETTER“, THAT THE VELESIAN READINGS 
WERE TAKEN IMMEDIATELY, NEITHER FROM GREEK, NOR 


| EVEN FROM LATIN MANUSCRIPTS, BUT -FROM [ROBERT 


sTEPHENS'S EDITION OF THE VULGATE PUBLISHED AT PA- 
RIS IN I540'*: THAT THE OBJECT, WHICH THE MARQUIS 
OF VELEZ HAD IN VIEW, IN FRAMING THIS COLLECTION 
OF READINGS, WAS TO SUPPORT, NOT THE VULGATE IN 
GENERAL , BUT THE TEXT OF THIS EDITION IN PARTICU= 
Lan, WHEREVER IT VARIED FROM jTHE TEXT OF 8TE- 
PHENS'S GREEK TESTAMENT, PRINTED IN 1550: AND THAT 
wITH THIS VIEW HE TRANSLATED INTO GREEK THE READ» 
INGS OF THE FORMER, WHICH VARIED FROM THE LATTER, 
EXCEPT .WHERE STEPHENS'S GREEK MARGIN SUPPLIED HIDE 
WITH THE READINGS WHICH HE WANTED, WHERE RR 
' _HAD ONLY TO TRANSCRIBE, AND NOT 
| TO TRANSLATE, 


A proof of this Propoſition may be reduced to the fol- 
lowing heads. 


1 o pag. 67. N * 


* 


2. This was Stephens's e edition of the Volgate, As his 
edition of 1550 was his principal edition of the Greek, In 
magnificence it ſurpaſſes every edition of the Vulgate, thay ever 
was printed: and it is likewiſe of great value to a critic, as it 
contains a copious collection of readings from Latin manu- 
ſcripts, and ſome of the early editions. Simon in his Hiſt. 
crit. des Vetfions du N. T. Ch. XI. p. 130 calls it un chef 
d'oeuvre en fait. de Bible, and pag. 131 he terms this edition 
la meilleute de toutes. Hentenius in the Preface to the Lou- 
vain edition of 1 547 calls it agcuratifſima et caſtigitiſſima Biblia, 
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2. Wherever a Veleſian Reading occurs, the tex) 


of Stephens's Vulgate of 1540 varies from. his 
Greet text of 1550. 


I have compared ſome hundreds of Veleſian Readings 
with Stephens's Greek and Latin texts, in various parts of 
the New Teſtament, and have found, that this rule pre- 
vails throughout, though the number of Veleſian Readings 
amounts on the whole to nearly nineteen hundred, My 
principal attention however has been directed to thoſe in 
the Catholic Epiſtles, for which I can aſſign no other rea- 
ſon than, that the readings, on which 1 grounded the 
identity of the Codex Stephani iy and the Codex Vatabli, 


were taken from that part of the New Teſtament, They 


afford however a very fair trial, as the Veleſian Readings 
in the Catholic Epiſtles amount to not leſs than two hun- 
dred and twenty nine. Now in two hundred and twenty 
eight of theſe examples, the text of Stephens's Vulgate of 
1540 varies from his Greek text of 1550. 'The- inſtance, 
which alone forms an exception to the rule is 1 John III. 
11, where a Veleſian reading is quoted, though the two 
texts agree, the one having «y«x#ue the other diligamus, 
The cauſe of this exception I ſhall endeavour to aſſign under 
the third article. At the end of this Appendix I will give 
a general table of the Veleſian Readings in the catholic 
epiſtles, divided into claſſes according to their reſpective 
qualities, with Stephens's Greek and Latin texts in parallel 
columns, which will ſhew at one view the truth of the ſeveral 
poſitions laid down i in this, and the following articles. 


See alſo the praiſes beſtowed on it in Le Long Bib. facra ed. 
Maſch. P. II. Vol. III. p. 187. The title - page prefixed to the 
New Teſtament is dated 1539 though that, which is prefixed 
to the Old Teſtament is dated 1540: and therefore, as I an 
concerned with the New Teſtament only, I ſhould more pro- 
perly aſcribe to it the former date. But as this edition is 
commonly known by the latter date, which is that of the firſt 
and principal title - page, I ſhall call it in general Seephenss 
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2. The, reluſan Readings vary in general general from 
* Srephens' Greek text of 1550. 


They are in fact various readings to this text, a of 
courſe differ from it, without exception. Compare the 
Veleſian Readings with Stephens Greek Text, in the Gens 
ral Table at the end of the — 


3. The Pelefian Readings agree | in general with 
Stephens s Vulgate text of 1540. 


Of the two hundred and twenty nine Veleſian Read- 
ings in the Catholic Epiſtles, there is only one, in which 
they really differ from the tert of Stephens's Vulgate of 
1540: and in that inſtance, which is the above mentioned 
exception 1 John III. 11, the Veleſian Reading agrees with 
the margin of Stephens's Vulgate . In this paſlage, as al- 
ready obſerved, Stephens Greek text has «yanGue, his 
Vulgate text diligamus: according therefore to the general 
rule, Velez ſhould have in this place no various reading. 
Yet he quotes «yerzre as a Various reading to ezyarautr, as 
Stephens in his edition of the Vulgate of 1540 quotes dili- 
gatis as a various reading to diligamus. Since therefore the 
reading 2ye7#r« is at any rate in Stephens's Vulgate, if not 
in the text, at leaſt in the margin, it is immaterial whe- 
ther a cauſe of this deviation from the general rule can be 
aſſigned, or not, ſince it is not to be expected, that Velez, 
or any other man ſhould follow ja rule ſo exactly, as in no 
cale whatſoever to deviate from it. But in the preſent in- 
ſtance the cauſe of the deviation is not difficult to be aſſign- 
ed. Tol the reading diligatis, which Stephens has quoted 
from a Latin MS. and a Baſel edition, is affixed the ab- 
breviation Vet. for Vetus, which abbreviation Stephens has 


3. Wherever 1 uſe the expreſſion ©Stephens's Vulgate ” for the 
ſake of brevity, without naming any date, I always mean that 
particular edition, which Stephens publiſhed in 1540. 
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annened in general to Mole marginal readinds, which 


agree with the original; that is with the Hebrew. in the 
Old Teſtament , „ and the Greek in the New, in oppoſition 


to the readings of his Vulgate text. Wherever this mark 


appeared therefore in the margin of Stephens's Vulgate, 
Velez perceived that there was a difference between the 
Greek and- the Latin texts. But in the preſent inſtance it 


| was ſet by, miſtake; for not only Stephens's own Greek 
text, to which indeed no reference could he made in 1540, 
has «&yeroger, but likewiſe all the editions printed as well 


before, as after it, together with the Greek manufcripts, 
At leaſt Wetſtein, who always quotes the variations of the 
principal editions of the 16th century, as well as thoſe of 
the Greek MSS., has &ey«Taus in his text, without any 
various reading, Moreover I have myſelf conſulted the 
Complutenſian edition, and thoſe of Erasmus, and have 
found «y«xrsarm in them all. Since then the mark, by 


- which Velez discovered many of the differences between 


the Greek and the Latin, was ſet in this inſtance by mis 
take, it is no wonder, that an exception takes place to 
the general rule. On the other hand, if Velez discovered 
the miſtake, and knew therefore that diligaris varied from 


| the Greek, he might have thought it neceſſary to ſupport 


even this marginal reading “, eſpecially as Stephens him- 
ſelf had taken it into the text of his editions of 1528 and 
1534. and the Divines of Louvain had adopted it in their 
edition of 1547 5. — Of the two hundred and twenty 


eight Veleſian Readings in the Catholic Epiſtles, which 


agree With the text of Stephens's Vulgate there are two 


hundred and twenty] ſix, in which the coincidence is in 


every 


4. Velez was at other times not inattentive to Stephens's margin, 
for he quotes ſometimes two various readings, one of which 
agrees with Stepheris's Vulgate text, the other with the margi- 


nal reading. Examples will be given in the following article. 


3. Ditligatis is likewiſe the reading of all the wotlern editions of 
the Vulgate, | 
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erery reſpect complete, though many of them are very 
long and one in particular conſiſts of not leſs than eighteen 
words s. The only two, in which the coincidence is not 
ſo complete, are in James V. 20, and 2 Pet. II. 4.: but 
even here the diff is Io immaterial, that theſe two 
Veleſian readings, as Well as the reſt, might have been de- 
rived from Stephens's Vulgate. I take no further notice of 
them at prefent, becauſe they will be ſpecified in the. Gene. 
ral Table, with all the other Veleſian Readings in the Ca- 
tholic Epiſtles, where every man may judge for himſelf, 
But' whether the coincidence in theſe two readings be 
thought ſufficiently exact or not, is a matter of no great 
importance, fince when a rule has been eſtabliſhed by nine- 
ty nine examples ont of an hundred, an exception in the 
handredth will not overturn it. Even if Velez had declared 
in expreſs terms, that he derived his readings from Ste - 
phens's Vulgate, we could no more expect to find that all 
his extracts agreed in every reſpect with the ſource; from 
which he drew them, than that. Mill's or Wetſtein's quo» 
tations from the Codex Bezae, ſhould be found without 
exception or variation in that manuſcript . Before I con- 
clude this article, I will add, that thoſe very veleſian Read · 
ings, which have been pointed out by different writers, as 
not being in the Vulgate, are in Stephens's edition of 1540. 
Dr. Michaelis in his Tractatio critica de Var. Lect. N. T. 
p. 98-101 has given a liſt of near thirty Veleſian Readings, 
which he could find in no edition of the Vulgate, but 
which he found in Latin manuſcripts: now all theſe are 
in Stephens's Vulgate. Further he has mentioned p. 96, 
likteen Veleſian readings 5, which he could find neither in 


6. 1 John V. 13. Tire ed» iu, h. tire" Ire. Lede Mere dudutes 
ol Tcgabavres eie To nens T6 dd rd s. 

7. We know by experience that Mill's and Wetſtein' s extracts fre- 
quently differ from the Codex Bezae. | 

$, Six of them are copied by his ſon John David Michaelis, in 
his Introduction to the New rd ns Vol, II. . 353» of the 
Cambridge edition, /- A 


— 
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editions nor in manuſcripts: and theſe allo, if we deduet 
the miſtakes, which I ſhall conſider at the end of the Ge- 
neral Table, are in Stephens's Vulgate. Laſtly, De la 


Cerda himſelf has noted many, which he ſays are not in the 


Vulgate: for inſtance, Mark II. 1. IV. 8. VII. 4. IX. 22. 
John XIV. 1. etc.; but theſe readings likewiſe, though not 
in the common 5 are in Stephens's Vulgate ol 


1540. 


4. IW herever . elez quotes tibo various readings, 
| Stephens's Vulgate of 1540 has a garious reading 


in the margin, which, with the reading of the 


þ text, make the two V. ele ſia wan RO: 


Rom, III. 25. Velez quotes both 28, bacio, and 2. 
bbaciteto/: and in this paſſage Stephens's Vulgate has propi- 


riatorem in the text, and propiriationem in the margin. 


2 Cor. XI. 6. Velez quotes both St,, and Se: 


„end here Stephens has manife eſtus in the text, and mani. 


feſtari in the margin. 2 Pet. I. 3. Velez quotes both d. 
eau and dale, and in this verſe Stephens has quae do- 
nara ſunt in the text, and donata eft in the margin. Acts 
II. 33. Velez quotes both rairy 7 Tagen jv, and re- d, 


- gad in this place Stephens has hoc donum quod in tlie text, 


and hunc quem in the margin. Rom, XVI. 5, Velez quotes 


rd dna mis Acer b News Ines, and allo Ares b Ng 


lb, without vic ben,: and in this paſſage Stephens 
. Vulgate text is eccleſae Aſiae in Chriſto Jeſu, and in the 
margin Stephens has quoted ſeveral Latin authorities for 
the omilhon of ecclefiae. 


9. Ar 1 John V. 7, 8. Stephens's ,Greek text is in perfect harmo- 
ny with his Vulgate: and here Velez quotes no various read. 
ig though he quotes various readings in the verſe, which 
immediately precedes, and in the verſe, which immediately fol- 
lows. It is true that the ſemicircle is placed wrong in the one 
after S, and right in the other after terra: _ with Ste- 
phens ſemicircle Velea had no concers, | 


— 
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duet 5 It is poſſible therefore, if not probable, that the 


> Ge» Vieleſian readi ngs Toere taken from . $ 
* Vulgate, printed i in 1540. ; 

n the 

X. 22. This poſition neceſſarily ellos. from the preceding. 
h not poſitions. | 


ate of 


6. The Veleſian Readings were not W from Las 


tin manuſcripts. 
lings, 


ading It appears * the four firſt articles that Velez was 


F the not only acquainted, with Stephens's Vulgate of 1540, but - 


that he has alſo collated it with Stephens's Greek text of 
1550: for it cannot be the effect of mere accident, that, 


and 25 wherever a Veleſian reading occurs, Stephens's Greek and | 
; propi- Ml Latin text ſhould conſtantiy differ from each other, and that 


margin. the Veleſian Readings ſhould as conſtantly vary from the 
ire: former, and agree with the latter. To have ſought therefore 
d mani- for theſe readings in Latin manuſcripts would have been 
th 363. a labour withouttany object or meaning; ſince it was the 
quae do- deſign of Velez to ſupport Stephens's Vulgate, not by Latin, 
a. Acts bat by Greek authority. It is all times contrary to the rules 
re of probability, to aſſume a complex hypotheſis, when 
the text, {Wa ſimple one can explain the phaenomena with equal eaſe; 
2 quotes but in the preſent inſtance, even if we' admit that Velez 


s & Xs N undertook the unneceſſary talk, it will not be the leſs true 


Stephens chat Velez derived them e from n 
4 in the Wer 
rities for 
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me compares me VeleGan Readings with the ex- 
nets from the Latin fathers, which have been given by Mill, 
etſtein, Griesbach, and Sabatier, will find that they of, 
a differ ſo materially, that Velez. could nat have drawn 
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hom Latin fathers. A ſufficient number of examples to 
prove this poſition will n in the General Table, 
Liſt I. Claſs 3. ICY IRC 


8. No# were they taken from any other Srinited text 


of the V ulgate, than that which is printed i in Ste- 
N s edition of 1 540. 


The ſame arguments, as. were e ulpd 1 new that 
Velez did not take his readings from Latin manuſcripts, 
apply alfo to printed editions. But there is another argu- 
ment, and that a very cogent one in favour of this poſition, 
namely that no other text contains them. There are five 
principal texts of the Vulgate: 1. The Complutenſian printed 
in 1514. 2. The Vulgate text, as ſettled by R. Stephens “e. 
3. The Lonvain text firſt publiſhed under the directiou of 
Hentenius in 1547, and repeated in the Antwerp edition 


of 1573**. 4 The text of Sixtus V, publiſhed at Rome in 


7590. 5. The text of Clement VIII, publiſhed at Rome in 


1592, which goes by the name of the Vulgata authentica, 


10. R. Stephens publiſhed at Paris nine editions of the Vulgate, 
in 1528, 1532, 1534, 1540, 1541, 1543, 154%. 1546, See 
the authentic catalogue of them in the Cenſura Theologicae 
FTacultatis Pariſienſis, quoted in Simon Hiſt. crit, des Verſ. du 
N. T. Ch. XI. p. 132. and in Le Long Bib. ſacra P. II. Vol. 
III. p. 192. ed. Maſch. In 1545 he printed two editions, one 
in large 8vo containing the whole Bible, the other in 12mo 
containing only the N. T., which alone is contained likewiſe 
in che editions of 1541 and 1543. The reſt have the whole 

5 Bible. 

11. That the text of Hentenjus was retained in the Antwerp edi- 
tion of 1573 without the leaſt alteration, the editors chemſelves 
declare in the preface. In primis minime ignorandum eſt, illum 
hae editione prodire Bibliorum textum, qui a. Domino Hente- 
nio caſtigatus, et Lovanii anno 1547 eſt excufus: eumque neu- 
tiquam mutatum verbis (nam diſtinctio ſubinde certis de caulis 
mutata eſt) ira ut nec germanae lecriones in textum Yee ſint, 
nee ſpurize textu pulſae. | | 
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and is Tit, from whic the modern editions in general have 
been printed, All-theſe texts I have collated with the Ve. 
lefiats readings in the Catholic Epiſtles j- and the reſult of 
the collation'is as follows. Of the two hundred and twen- 
iy nine Velelian Readings, the Complutenſian text contains 
only two hundred and eight: the Louvain text two hun- 
dred and thirteen *: ti text of Sixtus V, two hundred 
and nine : and thestext of Clement VIII, which is that 
of the modern editions of tlie Vulgate, contains only two 
TT FE en "It is certain $024 We 


1 97 


- 12, It has been Arad POR hb Louvain text was tink Ben 
Stephens's edition of 1540." Interim cum viderent Biblia Ste- 
hanjana, et imprimis illorum editionem anni 1540 eſſe omni- 
but Ming praeferendam, nomen ejus delere, alioque ſub nomine 
my ne Biblia communiora reddere. conſultius viſum eſt. Nomen 
ſuum itaque obtulit Johannes Hentenius Lovanienſis, qui ean- 
diem Stephati editionem, additis perpaucis lectionum varie- 
 ratibus unde cotiquifitis cum ſua ptaefatione edidit. Le 
5 Long Nib. facra ed. Maſch. P. II. Vol. III. p. 49. And again 
p. 23. Ecquid eft; quod Hentenius praeſtitit? Editionem Ro- 
* ber Stepham recudi fecit. But that Hentenius made alterations 
in che fekt appears not only from what I have juſt related, 
but from what Hentenius himfetf fays in his'own preface, ex 
— conſenſu e e tern luſtulimus. aut las- 
TY uin: 


13 Tho edition: belt of * v. which 1 frarce, f 
have not been able to procure : but aftef having collated the text 
of; Clement VIII. I had recourſe to James's Bellum Papale, in 
-which all the ener- e the two editions nnn 
marked. tn.) 1 


1 All rheſe texts I bad Waben, before I Had hot to any 
of Stephenvs editions. I examined the Complutenſian, in ex- 
pectation of finding whar was not in the modern editions, be- 


cauſe Mariana, in the Preface to his Scholia, had ſaid, Vix elt 


locus, in quo nog conſonent margines cum naſtra editione La- 
tina: and as Mariana was a Spaniard I thought it. not impro- 
bable that he meant by noſtra editio the Complutenſian. I 
found however that this had only. five- Veleſian Readings more 
' than the common editions. The Louvain text, and that of Six- 
tas V. Leuamined in conſequenee of -BengePs advice, Intro- 


8 


5 
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one of theſe, four texts could have furniſhed: the Veleſian 


readings, - Nor could all theſe four texts together have fur- 
miſhed the Veleſian Readings; for chere are ſeveral Veleſian 
Readings, which are contained in none of them. Nor 
could any edition of the Vulgate, printed either by Ste- 
phens himſelf, or by any other perſon, prior to the year 
1540, have furniſhed the Veleſianfeadings:; for Stephens's 
edition of 1540 contains theſe readings, and it appears 
from the Preface to this edition, that it was formed from 
a great variety of editions: conſequently it muſt have a dif- 
ferent text froni that of any ſingle edition, which pre- 
W it Js, eee 1 have i Stophong'e WR 
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4 * in Crifin N. * XXXIX. 41 1 * ſoon; found that 
many Veleſian teadings were wanting in both. I then had re- 
cCourſe to the eighth volume of the Antwerp Polyglot, which 
Bengel likewiſe recomments, , but met with no better ſucceſs, 
Perſuaded however that the Marquis of Velez did not ſoil his 
hands with duſty, manuſcripts „I reſolved to continue ſearching 
ancient editions, till I had discovered what I wanted. Texamined 
ſeveral editions even of the fifteenth century, preſerved in the 
public Library of the Univerſity of Leipzig, but there gre many 


Veleſian Readings which I could” find in none. Laſt of all, I had 


. recourſe . to Stephens's edition of the Vulgate. of . 15%, and 
there I discovered what I had elſewhere ſought in vain, I have 
fince wondered, that it did not occur to me before, and that 
it has never occurred (not even to Bengel, or Michaelis) to any 
one, who has written on the Veleſian Readings to examine this 


edition; for it was by far the moſt celebrated in the time of 


| Velez, and therefore even without examination, it is the very 
edition, which we might ſuppole him to have uſed. I can aſ- 

- ſign: no ather cauſe, than its preſent ſcarcity; it is in none of 
the public libraries in Leipzig, and for the copy, which I have 
uſed, I am indebred to the ap of Dr. Griogback, in 
Jena. f 


15. For inſtance. 2 Vet- 0; « a e 3a) Fav x John I 4. 
| dev, ete. : * 
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16. Sententia fult ut. b duosque 3 1 in ex · 
emplaria nobis ptoponeremus. — Harum itaque ſententiam ae - 
quiſſimam ſecuti, comparatis et conflatis audigue miras vetuſtatis 
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of 1828 and 1534, and have found in them very different 
readings *? from thoſe of the edition of 1540. The ed. of 
1532 contains the ſame text, as that of 1534, the laiter 
being only a reimpreſſion of the former, but in a ſmaller 
ſize *3, In the editions, which Stephens printed after 
the year 1540, he made very few alterations. I have col- 
lated the octavo edition of 1545, and that of 1546. In the 
former I have found in the Catholic Epiſtles only two de: 


viations *, in the latter only one 20, from that of 1540, 
where VeleGan readings are quoted. Whether the editions 


of 1541, 1543, and that of 1545 in 120 have likewiſe - 


ſome few deviations from that of 1540 J know not, as L 
have not compared them with the Velellan Readings: 
but it is immaterial, in reſpect to the propoſition advance 
in this article, whether Velez took his readings from that 
very book, which was publiſhed in 1540, or from ſome 


exact reimpreſſion of it. ann e 


Un ts | 95 | | Aan. 


e LES | er * Fo . | 4 
9. The 7 FHefian Readings were not taken from any 


printed edition of tlie Greek I eftament. 


It "WA already obſerved, that? they vary  univer! . 
fally from Stephens's Greek text of 1550: it follows there- 


codicibus, aliis ante multos annos xs. ſenptis 5 alis vero jun inde 2 
ab ipſa ty pographices infantia excuſis, etc. 5 
Praef. ed. Stephan, an, 1546.” 


| 17. "Exaniples wil be, given in the General Table. | 
18. See Maittaire Annal. Typogr. Tom. II. p. 798: and Le Loog 
Bib. ſacra ed. Maſch. N II. Vol. III. p. 486. 

19. At 1 Pet. IV. 7, where che ed. of 1540 has oppropinguahit in 
the” fut. like Velez; who has 7/7454," whereas the octavo ed. 
of 1545 agrees wich che common Greck text, and has the verb 
in the paſt times and 2 John 13, where the ed. of 1540 agrees 
wich Velez in -rejecting Amon, but the ed. of '1545-retains it. 

20!” At 1 Pet, I. 6. where the ed. of 1540 has contiſtari, and Ve- 
lez ure: but the ed. of 1546 has the participle, and agrees 
with the common Greek text. | 
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fore that they vary, with a very few exceptions from the 
common editions, which have been printed ſince the time 
of Stephens. The two molt celebrated editions of the 
Greek Teſtament prior to thoſe of Stephens are the Com- 
plutenſian, and the third edition of Erasmus. With the 
Complutenſian text I have collated all the Veleſian Readings 
in the Catholic Epiſtles, and I have found that there are 
not leſs than two hundred and eighteen, which differ from 
it : the third edition of Erasmus I compared i through 
the epiſtle of St. James, without finding a ſingle Veleſian 
Reading. And that no other edition of the Greek Teſta. 
ment, prior to the time of Velez, could have furniſhed 
the Veleſian Readings is evident from Wetſtein's quo- 


tations, 


10. The notion that Velez collated ſiæteen Greek 
manuſcripts, of which #ight were borrowed from 
the Escurial, is totally without foundation, 

The opinion that Velez collated ſixteen eek, manu · 
ſcripts, of which eight were horrowed from the Escurial, 
is grounded on an aſſertion made by Mariana in his Eflay 

© #1, Hence we may conclude alſo, that Velez could not have taken 
his. readings from the Greek manuſcripts uſed by the Complu- 


tenſian editors. — The preſent place affords an opportunity of 


making an obſervation' in regürd to the relation which; the 

.. Complutenſian Greek text bears to the Complutenſian Vulgate, 
I mentioned in the preceding article, that of the two hundred 
And twenty nine Veleſtan Readings in the Catholic Epiſtles, 
two hundred and eight agreed with the Complutenſin Vulgate: 
and ſince two hundred and eighteen differ from the Compluten- 
ian Greek text, it appears that in nine places out of ten, 
where Veleſian readings occur, theſe two texts differ. The Vele- 
ſian readings therefore may be of ſervice to thoſe, who would 
examine the comparative ſtate of the Compluteaſian Greek and 
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on the: Vulgate, cap. 17 22. But it may be aſked, by what * 
means did Mariana procure this information? That he ne- 
ver converſed with Velez on the ſubject. is certain; for he 
knew not by what accident the book, in which the Veleſian 
readings were written, fell into his hands 7: and as't6 
any written notice, which the Marquis might have left, 
Mariana himſelf laments that he has never named the 
ſources, from which he drew +, It is true, that this de- 
claration of Mariana applies immediately to the quoted 
readings; and leaves it. ſtil] poſſible that Velez gave ſome 
genersl notice at the beginning of the book, that he had 
uſed ſuch and fuch manuſcripts , though he never named 
them in-quoting his readings. But I have ſome doubts, 
whether Mariana had any. written evidence for this \afſer- 
tion, becauſe he is not at all times conliſtent in his ac- 
counts: for in the preface to his Scholia he makes men 
tion of *ſedecim Graecorum exemplarium, quae magna 
diligentia undigue congeſſit. * and ſays not a word of Escurial 
MSS. Admitting however that Veiez actually left this writ- 
ten notice, that he collated ſixteen Greek manuſcripts, of 
which eight were from the Escurial, the queſtion then to 
be aſked will be, what credit is due to this declaration of 
Velez 2 n eren Mariana was not thoroughly perſuaded 


22, The words of Mariana are, Sedecim codicum facta colla- 
tone, in quibus octo erant ex regia bibliotheca Divi Lau- 
rentii. — De la Cerda in his Adverſaria ſacra p. 129 ſays the 
ſame: but as he merely copied from Mariana p his aſſertion afy 

fords no additional evidence. · 


23. Were Teſtamentum, ei gua ſorte, nactus eram, quod 
Petrus T agiardus Marchio Veleſius ete. Praef. in Schol. N. T. 


24. Ilud certe defidetatir ; ut variis lectionibus, quas ad margi- 
nem minio adjecit, deſignaret ex quibus codicibus ſingulas fume 
iſlet, Pro edit. Vulg, cap. 17. 


'* 
25, Simon ſuppoſes that he left ſome written n notice. See the lin 
crit. du texte du N. T. Ch. XXIX. p. 344. 
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of the truth of IR he reported, there is reaſons to ſuſpect; 


becauſe he never made any attempt to discover theſe ſup- 


poſed manuſcripts, not even thoſe. in the Escurial*5, Ame. 


Jotte made che attempt, but to no purpoſe; for the Arch- 
biſhop of Ambrun, who reſided ſome time at Madrid as 
French Ambaſſador, and therefore had the means of pro- 
curing the beſt information, being requeſted: by Amelotte 
to discover if poſſible the Veleſian manuſcripts, returned 
for anſwer ·qu' on n avoit aucune connoiſſance à Madrit 
des manuſcrits de ce Marquis” 27. I have made ſtill fur- 
ther inquiries, but of a different kind: and in order to de. 
termine whether there was any pretence for the opinion, 


that Velez collated eight Greek manuſcripts from the Es- 


curial, I have compared all the Veleſian Readings, through. 
out the four Gospels with the extracts, which have been 
lately made by Profeſſor Moldenhawer from the very ma- 


xiuſcripts ſuppoſed to have been uſed by Velez. It will be 


readily admitied tliat, if Velez collated eight manuſcripts 
from the Escurial, and eight which he procured from 
other quarters, that at leaſt a third part, if not one half of 


his readings: were taken from the Escurial manuſcripts, 


Further, if he had eight manuſcripts from the Escurial, 
it is probable that five, if not ſix of them contained the 
Gospels, for any number of Greek manuſcripts being 


taken at a venture, we ſhall generally find that nearly two 


thirds of thein contain the Gospels. Now the number of 
26. In the year 1609 he had not made the attempt, for in his 
Eſſay on the Vulgate. publiſhed in that year, he expreſſes his 
intention to do ſo. See Mill's Prolegomena . 1311. In the Pre- 
| face to his Scholia publiſhed in 1624,. the year in which he 
died. he makes no mention of having put that deſign in exe- 
cution: whenee we may conclude, that it was not his eargeſt 
intention. On the other hand, if he really did make the at- 
mempt, the inference is ſtill- more unfavourable, for had he 
discovered any Greek manuſcripts, which contained the Veleſian 

| Readings,” he would not have neglected to mention them, 


| 27. See Simon Hiſt crit, du texte du N. T. Ch. XXIX. Ps 347. 
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Greek! manuſcripts. in tlie Escurial amount to twelve 23; 


theſe haye been collated-by Moldenhawer, and his extracts 
from them are printed in Birch's edition of the four Gos- 
pels 29. As theſe twelve therefore muſt include the Escu- 


rial manuſcripts of the Gospels, ſuppoſed to have been uſed 


by Velez, we might expect that the readings, —— - 
has quoted in the four Gospels, would very often coincide - 
with thoſe quoted by Moldenhawer, and that the two col- © 

lators; however different their views v, and how frequent- 


ly. — the one miglit overlook What the other noted, 


would ſometimes at leaſt unite in producing readings pe- 
culiar to the Escurial mayuſcripts, for all manuſcripts have 
lome- ne om to themſelves Let this is Io far 


A © 


28. n, hole nawher, 13 thoſe "a the wo thoſe 
"of rhe Epiſtles,” and thoſe of the Apocalypſe, amount ouly to 
\ reenty, "See Birch Prolegomena p. LXII. 

ing the Dvepels are 2 p. LXIV- LXXXHI. 


29.1 Thoſe. which — —1 too late, to be printed under the tert, 
are quoted in the Prolegomena in we N pate] of each ma. 


nuſcript. 214 9.34 + 


30. If Velez collated Greek: manuſcripts, it, is evident that he 
ſought only thoſe readings, which agreed with the Vulgate: 
whereas Moldenhawer did not confine himſelf to thoſe readings 
only. But on the other hand, Moldenhawer did not reject any 
Escurial readings, merely becauſe they, were readings of the 
Vulgate: on the contrary a conſiderable number of the readings, 
which he has quoted from the Escurial manuſcripts, actually 
agree wich the Vulgate: and of the Codex Escurialenſis 8, in 
the Gogpel of St. Mark he has noted every deviation whatſoe- 
ver from the common Greek text, whether the deviation is in 
conformiry with the Vylgate or not. Contuli Marcum omnem, 
inque excerpenda numeroſa varietate, ne minutiora quidem ne- 
leni.“ Proleg. to Birch's edition p. LXXVI. Though the ob- 
ject therefore of Moldenhawer was-not the ſame with that of 
Velez, it was ceftdifily not repugnant to it. 


31, If it be ſaid, that, ünce Velez ſought only readings, that 


agreed with the Vulgate,” it would have been contrary” to his 


plan to have noted thoſe, which were found no where, except 


The twelve contain- 


W 
* 
= 


— 
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from being the caſe in the preſent inſtance, that though 
Moldenhawer has quoted from the Escurial manuſcripts in 
the four Gospels upwards of ſix hundred readings ?*; and 
Velez nearly ſeven hundred s, the latter has not one ſingle 
reading peculiar to the Escurial manuſcripts. ' That Velez 
and Moldenhawer ſhould never coincide by accident in | 
vendings, which are common to other Greek manuſcripts, Ar 
is among ſo great a number a matter wholly impoſſible. | 
They agree however only in twenty two examples, which 
I will here emimerate. Matth. III. g. ri, Aber, V. 44 
rod purges XIV. 25. — & lass. XXIV. 18. 16 fdr Mark 
H. 17. — ee prereyoinr., V. II. . 30. 12. gerd Au, ib, 
= Krieg. 18. -tufairrror. VI. 33. — '& x. 445 — red. 
XIII. 9. r. Luke IX. 43. zxeiei. XI. 4. — AA gion iu 
ard cd Tomgs. XIII. 8. ante. John I. 28. BySavix. VII. 52. 
bydlgeras, VIII. 5. wege. 9. — Tor 161 xlr, 10 — 4 
| uuns bega A The yureixes, X. Y. — Te? Ls, XVI. 33. 
Zyers. Now theſe readings have not only been all quoted 
from other Greek manuſcripts by Wetſtein and Griesbach, 
but are, the greateſt part of them, of the moſt common 
kind 4. The Veleſian collection therefore has no diſtin 


in the Escurial manuſeripts, I anſwer that by readings pecu- 
culiar to the Escurial manuſcripts, I underſtand readings found 
in no other Greek manuſcripts, even though they ſhould be 
readings of the Vulgate. Now it was certainly _agreeable to 
-  Velez's plan, if he collated Greek manuſcripts, to have noted 
Whatever readings agreed witi the Vulgate, whether those 
" readings were found in other Greek manuſcripts or not. That 
_ the Escurial MSS. could have furniſhed many ſuch readings is 
evident from the deſcription, which Moldenhawer has given of 
them. Even the ancient Codex Alexandrinus, and Codex Bezae 
have many readings peculiar to themſelves, as Greek manu- 
fſeripts, but which at the ſame time are readings of the Vul- 
33. If I have counted right the exact number is 627. 
„„ 33. If I have counted right the exact number is 694. 


34. Some of them have been quoted from forty, others from fifty, 
others again: from ſixty, and even ſeventy Greek manuſcripts. 
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guiſhing mark whatſoever of an Escurial origin; which it 
undoubtedly muſt have, if che ſtory related by Mariana 
were true. {Further theſe twenty two readings are all readings 
of the Vulgate'35: and inftead of confuting the general Pre- 


And not leſs than eighteen out of theſe twenty two Readings, 
| had been my quoted in Stephens's margin, | 


35. They are all in | Robert Stephens's edition of the Vulgate of 
1540, except the laſt reading Zx7e John XVI. 33, where this 


edition, as well as the common editions of the Vulgate, reads 


ky habebitis, But there are wanting neither printed editions, nor 


manuſcripts of the Vulgate, which have in this paſſage habetit. 
Among the former is the edition printed by Junta at Venice 
in I557, and the interlinear Vulgete text in the ſixth yolume 


ol the Antwerp Polyglot: among the latter is the Codex S. 


Mauri Foſſatenſis, and the Codex majoris monaſterii Turonenſis 

quoted by Sabatier. The reading #xere thereſore is certainly a 
reading of the Vulgate. Yet it till forms an exception to the 
rule laid down in the third article, that the Veleſian Readings 
agree in general with Stephenys Vulgate of 1540. But even 
to this objectign I have an anſwer, and I hope a ſatisfactory 
one. That elian Readings were written in the margin of 
Stephens's Greek Teſtament has been ſhewn by Wetſtein Prot. 
p. 60, which I ſhall fully confirm in the general table. This 
being premiſed, I contend that the reading izere John 


XVI. 33, though in the Veleſian collection, is properly ſpeak- 
ing, not a VeleGian reading, and that it found its way inte 


the collection publiſhed by De la Cerda in the following man- 
ner. Stephens's Greek text in his edition of 1550 has at John 
XVI. 33. ters, to which there is quoted no various reading: 
but in the liſt of Errata Stephens corrects ?tere to Ixere. Ve- 
lez therefore, who devoted Stephens's margin to the notation 
of written'readings, could not fail to note the reading, which 
had been propoſed by Stephens himſelf, in the ſame manger as 
Crispin in his ed. of 1553s Paul Stephens, in his edition of 


1617, and other editors who copied from Robert Stephens, 


noted Zxere as a marginal reading, till at length it was taken 
into the text itſelf. Naw Mariana, who found #xere noted by 
Velez in the margin of Stephens's Greek Teſtament, could. not 


poſſibly diſtinguiſh it from the Veleſian Readings, and therefore 


copied it with the reſt, This reading therefore affords ng ar- 


« Kuinent againſt the rule laid down in the third article, 
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poſition maintained in this diſſertation, they ferve only to 
confirm it. — The ſtory therefore recorded by Mariana, is 
certainly without foundation: it was invented with no 
other view, than to give credit to the Velelian Readings, 
and the author of it, whether Mariana or Velez himſelf, 
choſe ſixteen for the whole number, and eight for the 
number borrowed from the library of the King of Spain, 


becauſe Stephens had uſed ſixteen copies, of which eight 


were from the library of the King of France. Scilicet ad 
ſedecim Stephanicos, opus erat totidem Antiſtephanicis: 
et in his ad octo codices regios Gallicos, octo codicibus re- 
Zis Hiſpanicis 55, „ | 


36. Bengelii Introd. in eriſin N. T. XXXIX. 4, Wetſtein, by ar- 
zuing rather too haſtily on this ſubject, gave Michaelis an op- 
portunity of making a very juſt objection, In his Prolegomena 
p. 60, after having ſhewn that Velez wrote his readings in the 

- . margin of Stephens's edition of 1550, he proceeds as follows, Cum 
autem Stephanus in praefatione ejus editionis moneat, ſe uſum 
fuiſſe ſedecim codicibus, quorum octo fuerint ex bibliothecg 

- regia, patet utique quid Marianam et la m deceperit, ut 
nobis pro octo codicibus bibliothecae 1 Oalliae, totidem 
Regis Hiſpaniae codices, et pro editione Stephani ex ſedecim 
codicibus ab eo curata ſedecim codices, quos Marchio Veleſius 
inſpexerit, ſubſtituerent. Caſu enim fortuito fieri:vix potuit, ut 
numerus duplex Codicum Stephanicorum et Veleſianorm idem 
eſſet, Codices antem eſſent diverſi. To this Michaelis replies 
(Vol. II. p. 353) that Mariana could not have miſtaken Ste - 

. - phens's printed preface for the hand - writing of Velez.” In 
fact Wetſtein was wrong in uſing the word deceperit, for the 
ory reported by. Maritfha, did not take its riſe from any miſtake, 
but from actual deſign. And, as to the argument uſed by Wet- 
ſtein in the laſt ſentence, it proves nothing: for though it could 
not well have happened from mere accident that Stephens and 
Velen collated preciſely the ſame number of manuſcripts: yet 

- * Velez might ſurely have collated the ſame number in imitation 
of Stephens, eſpecially as he made uſe of Stephens's edition. 
- Wetſtein argued in the ſame manner on the Collatio Caryophili, 
and that he was miſtaken on that ſubject appears from Birch“ 


Prolegomena p. 36. In the laſt volume of the London Polyglot 


Walton has given à liſt of Greek authorities quoted in the Va- 
riantes Lectiones N. T. god theſe guthorities like wiſe amount to 
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11. Though upwards of four hundred and fifty mas 


nuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament have been col- 
lated in various parts of Europe, yet all theſe 


Greek manuſcripts put together do not contain 
one half of the Veleſian ys: 


Of the two hundred and 3 nine Veleſian- Read- 


ings in the Catholic Epiſtles, there are not leſs than an 
hundred and twenty ſeven, which have never been found 


in any Greek manuſcript. Theſe hundred and twenty ſeven 
I will ſeparate-in the General Table from the remaining 
hundred and two, that every one, who chuſes to take the 
trouble maay compare them. with the 


edhions of Weiſtein, 


Griesbach, Matthäi, and Alter, and ſee whether I have 


been guilty of any overſights. In addition to theſe, there 
are two more, viz. Xesr for Thaue 1John V. 6, and due, 
for tout» I John V. 20, which have never been quoted in 


any edition of the Greek Teſtament, but which I. have 


not reckoned, becauſe they are in the Codex Montfortia- 
nus, as I have learned from a collation, which I have pro- 
cured of that manuſcript, in the firit Epiſtle of St. John, 
and which Profeſſor Paulus has publiſhed with remarks in 
the ixth Volume of (his Memorabilien. Now as the Vele- 
han readings amount throughout the whole New Teſtament 
to nearly nineteen .hundred “, there will be according to 
the proportion in the catholic inte, which make a very 
fair trial, above a thouſand which have never been dis- 


ated manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament amounts to up- 


fixteen, The number therefore proves nothing more than an 
imitation of Stephens: and leaves the queſtion wholly undecided 
whether that imitation conſiſted in an actual @gllation, or whe- 


ther it gave riſe only to the invention of à fable, But the 


preceding article decides in favour of the latter. 


37. The exact number, if I have counted 88 is eighteen han: 
dred and ninety eight. e 


\ 


covered in a Greek manuſcript. That the number of col- 


* 


! 
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wards of four hundred and fifty — fm the lit, v 
which I have given in the notes to Michaelis's Introduction 4 


5 Vol U. p. $27. 

* The gr renteſt ne of thoſe v. clefign Readings, MW M. 
which have never been found in a Greek manu- Yeu 
he cript, evidently betray a Latin origin, | * 


The Veleſian readings, , which have never been dis. yer 
covered in a Greek manuſcript, betray their Latin origin Loped 
in various ways. I ſhall therefore divide them, in the Gene- The 
ral Table, into ſ arate claſſes, according as their birth is the 
more or leſs con ous, and according to the different that 

modes, in which they betray. themſelyes 28. On turning rope 
to the general Table Liſt I. Clafs 5th and 6th, it will ap- the 
pear that many of them bear on their very foreheads the v 
if | Rt of their birth 2 . Gree 
13. * has 
„** artic 

38. Bengel has mentioned two examples, taken from Matth. XXV. 


1. Rom. VIII. 22, to which Wetſtein has added one more, 
from Heb. XI. 25, of, Veleſian Readings which betray a trans- 


lation from che Latin, *ex verbis verſionis Latinae ambiguis et 14. 
perperam intellectis,” As none of this kind occur in the Cu- 2 
tholic Epiſtles, I could have no ſeparate claſs for them: and J 
therefore I will quote an example herg. Mark XI. 25 2a * 
neben irs & Aye yiveras is rendered in the Vulgate, ſed eredi · th 
derit quia, quodcumque dixerit, fiat, , Here Velez took fiat for | 
the imperative mood, and tranſlated it by yew$fro, which he 1 


has quoted as a various reading to nue. Wetſtein has already 1 
noticed chis reading. but he has not noticed it in this view: he < 


9 has placed in the liſt of falſe readings (Prol. p. 59) without any 
regard to the cauſe, which gave it birth, | *. 
19. In addition to thoſe mentioned in the General Table T wil me 
quote & Velekan Reading obſerved by Le Clerc, Art. crit. P. III. ad 
Sect. I. cap. 18. f. 35, The Greek text, Rev. IX. 11, is '0vy« ex 


dur ESR Abgabe, x#> iv Ty EAAyving Vyous Le Aron Al, 
. whishin \ the Vulgate is tranſlated, Cui nomen Hebraice Abaddon, 
| Grtece autem Apollysn; to which tranſlation is added in the 
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8% In many of the Feleſian Readings the Greek 


article is neg lected, where a native Greek would 
have uſed „ off | 


Examples of this kind are 580, 1 que. 
Mark II. 16: yes Luke XI. 29 as a various reading to 
youre. - urn: ors doen ROm. X. 5' as a var. read. to ry 
dia io] eepner as a Var. read. to rs chf. 2 Cor. IV. 10: 
zal xd I Thell. I. 3 "though re «years follows it: dag 
yer, 1 John V. 18: „ 17 re gucſa nes. Jud. 24: &xouretins 
fog Rev. VI. S.: rer nal Yoyarcs Rev. XXII. 13. 
Theſe examples not only betray a ſervile tranſlation from 
the Latin, which has no article, but ſhew at the ſame time 
that the tranſlator was/an inhabitant of the Weſt of Eu- 
rope, and not a native Greek. In like manner we find- in 
the Codex Montfortianus, at 1 John V. 7, rerig, Myes, xa! 
TY je ævior, without any article; whereas Bryennius, a 
Greek monk, though he lived in the fifteenth” century, 
has written, 6 xxT1e, & Mes; work rd c,! eyior, With an 
article more, than had been added by Erasmus . 


14. * . Ar of Fee W Velez 
agrees with the Vulgate, ef pecially Robert Ste- 


phienss edition of 1540, where it differs . all 
the Greek mum cripts. 


eee of this kind tre Matth. XV. 39. XXIII 2. 
Luke XI. 15. John XIX. 25. XXI. 17. Acts XXVII. g. 
Vulgate for the benefit of the Latin reader? Latine n no- 
men Exterminans. Here Velez quotes as a various reading in 


addition to the common de xt raανννν K* date rage. This 
example needs no comment. | 
10. Whether this paſſage is matte quoted by — or was 

only interpolated by che- editor (Matthai poſitively declares 
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XXVIII. 1. Rom. XVI. 7. where in the common Greek 
text the following proper names are thus written, Maydane, 

Moves 1, Beshgν,, KN, lms, Azoxia, Meziru, luis: 

but in the Vulgate as printed in Stephens's edition of 1540, 
they are written thus: Magedan, Moyſi “a, Beelzebub, 

Cleophae, Johannis, Thalaſſa, Mitylene, Jnliam. And in 
theſe pallages Velez. quotes Mey, Maics s, Beech, 
K, Lin, Oxhxore, Mirvaim, luis, in conjunction 
with Stephens's Vulgate, and in defiance of all the Greek 
manuſcripts. This is a further confirmation not only of 
the third, but alſo of the eighth article: for in two of theſe 
proper names the common editions of the Vulgate differ 
from Stephens and Velez, and inſtead of Mitylene, and 
Julia, read in conformity to the Greek MSS. Melita, and 


Iunia. 


that he found it in no manuſcript of Bryennius), is 7 =o of ne 
importance, becauſe the Editor Eugenius was likewiſe a native 
Greek, and therefore this example will in either caſe illuſtrate 
the preſent queſtion. 


41, 1 write theſe words not in the Wee but in the caſe, 
in which they are uſed in theſe paſſages, for otherwiſe the Ve- 
leſian Readings, which it is neceſſary to ww as they are 
given, would not — to them. 


42. Moyſi is the genitive of Moyſes, (Gr, Mudeic) as Achill. „ and 
Ulyſli are genitives of Achilles, Ulyfles : or, properly ſpeaking, 
it is a contraction of Moyſei, the genitive of Moyſeus, Gr. 
Magee. I have never ſeen the genitive Moyſis in the Mun. 
but it is ſometimes uſed by the Latin fathers, | 


43. Here Velez has a two-fold alteration out of compliment to 
the Vulgate: for he not only inſerts 7, but alters the termina- 
tion. Now we find in the Greek MSS. indifferently Mui: 
Murs, Made, and ieee, but the genitive ends invariably in 
«vs. Velez, however, not only here, but in every other paſſage, 
where the genitive occurs, writes Maces. The words of De la 

Oerda, at Matth. XXIII. 2 are, Mute; coprigit Mics, et ſemel 
gicrum fit, ſemper corrigit hoe modo. | 
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15. Veler takes notice of the modern chapters, and 


in ſeveral places where the Latin text is diſferent- 
by divided from the Greek, as printed by Robert 
— and ot hi- editors, Felez has pointed 
. out that difference.” - 


1 is well known, that the Chapters „into > which our 
modern Bibles are divided, were invented by Hugo de St. 
Caro in the thirteenth century, that they were immedia- 
tely adopted in the Vulgate, but that the Greeks ſtill re- 
tained the ancient diviſions in their manuſcripts in general. 
When the Greek Teſtament began to be printed, the Latin 
Chapters were adopted likewiſe for the Greek text: yet in 
ſome few chapters a ſmall alteration was made in the ar- 
rangement, For inſtance, in the Vulgate the ſeventh 
chapter of the Acts ends with the words, Saulus autem 
erat. conſentiens neci ejus: but in the printed editions of 
the Greek Teſtament the words Zerbe 32 jr aunevioxar 75 ara 
eros urs, inſtead of making the cloſe of the ſeventh, make 
the beginning of the eighth chapter. Now this diſtinction 
is noted by Velez, Another, example is Gal. IV. which in 
the Vulgate ends with the words, non ſumus ancillae filii, 
ſed liberae, qua libertate Chriſtus nos liberavit: whereas in 
the printed editions of the Greek Teſtament, Gal. IV. ends 
with vs. den reli ries , ae Thy w duet, and Gal. V. 
begins with II dev3egin ir, 4 Kewror ud reges. Here 
Velez quotes, as a various reading, r Dev$sgins y Xyooe 
iu dhe, and notes that it is to be placed at the 
end of the fourth chapter. The words of De la Cerda in 
quoting this reading are, * haec, inquam, verbs ponit in 
fine capitis, quae in Graeco textu lunt initium alterius Ca- 
"rs quinti. | 


44; This nr not in any of dhe Greek MBS. in which, if - 
Velez had conſulted them, he might have found readiogs in this 
palſage, which dete ' correſyoniled to ths Va a 
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16. Among thoſe 7 eleft an Readings , which Kave 


never been found in Greek Manuſcripts, there 
are many , which not only betra a Latin origin, 
| but are ſuch as no Greek Tranſcriber either would, 
or could have adopted, and conf. equentby ,. ſuch 
as never could have exiſted in a Greek ma- 
* cript. | 
"Thoſe Veleſian Rendings 7 which merely ' betray their 
Latin origin, without being attended with any additional 


circumſtances, afford of themſelves no abſolute proof, that 
Velez did not derive them from Greek manuſcripts: ſince 


a reading may have its origin in the Latin, and yet be 


adopted in a Greek manuſcript, For inſtance, Xęices which 
is quoted by Velez 1 John V. 6 'as'a various reading to 
Thx, had undoubtedly its origin in the Latin: for in the 
Latin MSS. Chriſtus and Spiritus were abbreviated Xps and 
SSN, which abbreviations it was very eaſy to confound, 
whereas the abbreviations of Xr and Ie could not be 
confounded i in the Greek. And this very reading Xgic& has 
found its way iuto the Codex Montfortianus. Such readings 
thereforealone, if their number were moderate, would prove 
nothing more than, that Velez made uſe of Greek manu- 
ſcripts, which had been altered from the Latin: and they 
would not warrant the concluſion, that they were trans. 
tions from the Latin made by Velez himſelf, ſince Velez 
wight have found them in Greek manuſcripts already made 


to My hapd 25 penn, what ſhall we 0 to er W 


ns; 1 mention OL ag a matter barely poſſible: for I "CY it 


as improbable; in the extreme, If the number of Velefian Read- 
ings, which betray their Latin-origin, were inconſiderable, the 
improbability of their having been admitted i into Greek MSS, 
- would nor be great: but they really are ſo numerous, that 
-- the improbability riſes to the very bigheſt degree. In' fact, no 

_ Greek manuſcripts are known, which latinize in ſuch a manner, 
as to be able to furniſh one half of the Veleſian Readings. 
Even the Codex * which is Gngular in its kind, 
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when connected with the context, make falſe grammar ? 
What ſhall we ſay to a verb ſingular, quoted as a various 
reading, when the nominative, which preceded, was of 
the plural number and masculine gender: to a verb plural, 
when the preceding nominative was a proper name in the 
ſingular number: to a masculine adjective referring to 2 
neuter ſubſtantive: to a dative coupled by the conjunction 
el to a genitive, and the like? All the examples of this 


kind, which occur in the Catholic Epiſtles, will be given 


in the General Table, Liſt I. Clafs IX: to which I refer the 
reader for further information. I will here give one more 
example taken from Matth. XXV. 1. The common Greek 
text has here Her cr d rnei¹ð 75 wie, which in the Vul- 
gate is rendered, exierunt obviam ſponſo; and after ſponſo is 

added er ſponſae, an addition not fornd in the common 
Greek text. Here Velez quotes , 77 wg as a reading to 
be added to the Greek text“. Now the queſtion to be 
aſked is. Is it even poſſible that Velez found this, and the 
other readings of the ſame ſtamp, in a Greek manuſcript} 


lutinizes only in certain places: and the opinion which formers 

ly prevailed, that the Codices Graeco,- Latini and other ancient 
Greek manuſcripts had been altered from the Latin, has been 
an confuted by Semler, Griesbach and Woide, 


46, Bengel firſt took notice of this reading. in his 3 ity Cut 
N. T. $. XXXIX. 4, but he applied it to a very different pur- 
poſe, He explains its origin ex ambiguo latino caſu.“ Now 
it is true that ſponſue may be either genitive or dative> | 
but Velez by no means miſunderſtood the Latin, on the con- 
trary he ſtrictly adhered to it, and-it is this very ſtrict adherence 
ta the Latin, which occaſianed the abſurdity of che reading 
n Tj wuqy, becauſe the Greek has a different conſtruction. 
Wetſtein in his Prolegomena p. 60 has copied this reading from 
Bengel, and applied it in the ſame manner. He ranks it witk 
tyro other readings, quae produnt originem ex verbis verſio» 
nis Latinae ambiguis et perperam intellectis. But Velez really 
took ſponſae in its proper caſe: and this reading does not prove 
what Bengel and Werktein intended, 
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Michaelis indeed contends “7, in oppoſition to Weiſtein, 
that it is more reaſonable to aſcribe the bad Greek in the 
Veleſian Readings to an ignorant tranſcriber of the middle 
ages, than to the Marquis of Velez. Now I readily admit 
that many Greek manuſcripts have, been written by very 
ignorant tranſcribers, who frequently did not underſtand 
what they wrote. But tranſcribers of this deſcription 


could do no more, than ſervilely copy what they found 


before them: they could not even attempt to model the 


Greek manuſcripts, which they wrote, according to the 


Latin; and yet, if;Velez actually. drew his readings from 


Greek manuſcripts, thoſe manuſcripts muſt have been al- 


tered very materially from the Latin. The Veleſian ma- 


nuſcripts, if any ſuch ever exiſted, muſt have been writ- 
ten by tranſcribgrs, who underſtood both Greek and Latin; 


for otherwiſe theſe tranſcribers could not have tranſlated 


from Latin into Greek. But if any man had learnt enough 


of Greek and Latin, to be able to tranſlate from the latter 
into the former, he muſt at leaſt know enough of the rules 
of grammar, to avoid coupling a genitive and a dative by 
the conjunction xe. Even a man, who had learnt Greek 
by mere uſage and converſation, without having been 
n its firſt principles, could not poſſibly have written 
tb Arne 78 wes xa Ty ufer: for whether he ſtopped to 
analyſe the graminatical conſtruction or not, he mult have 
- inſtantly perceived! that it was a mode of expreſſion to- 
tally different from every thing, which he had ever heard. 
If it ſhould be objected chat, ſince Velez alſo underſtood 


both Greek and Latin, the ſuppoſition, that he himſelf was 


the author of theſe readings, is involved in the ſame difh- 
culty, as the ſuppoſition, that they proceeded from a Greek 
tranſcriber: I would anſwer, that the ſituation of a man, 
who writes connected ſentences, is very different from that 
of a collator, who _ out detached Ren 
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withorit attending at all times to the context, to which he 
adapts them. The latter may make miſtakes, of which the 
former is incapable f and I ſhould not find it difficult to 
produce examples from works publiſhed even ſo late as the 
year 1794. Neither Wetſtein who argued from the bad 
Greek in the Velefian Readings, nor Michaelis, who re: 
plied to him, have noticed this nnen | en 


4 Werftein in his Polegamans” 6 59 has 3 ables two 
examples (in which are three ald references to chapter and 
verſe) of bad Greek from among the Velefian Readings, which 
he has thrown indiscriminately together, without giving any 


explanation of them. He has not diſtinguiſhed thoſe, which 


are themſelves ſolecisms, ſuch as nerd rate ung,, Matth. XXVII. 
66, from thoſe which become ſo, merely by their connexion 
with the text, to which they were adapted, as h quoted 
by Velez as a reading to be inſerted after dene Luke V. 25, 
which makes of itſelf no ſolecism, (for % Alu is all that is 
quoted in De la Cerda's edition) but when applied to the con- 
text occaſions a falſe concord, becauſe xav/3;ov and not «avy 
had. been uſed in the preceding verſe, and therefore the adjectives 


re of the neuter gender, which do not ſuit rjv «atv. Exam - 


ples of this kind are thoſe, which decide in the preſent inquiry; 
for as to ſuch readings as wert rate ve:u3ai;, of which kind 


ate at leaſt three fourths of Wetſtein's examples, they might 


have proceded from an ignorant Greek tranſcriber, as eaſily as 
Scriptum eſt in Eſeiam prophetam, the reading of the Codex 


Vercellenfis, Mark I. 1. from an ignorant Latin tranſcriber. . 


Michaelis therefore, who judged only from the examples quoted 
by Wetſtein, did not object without ſome reaſon. Beſides, 
among Wetſtein's examples, there are ſeveral , which are merely 
errors of the preſs made by De la Cerda's compoſitor, and 
which Mill\ and Kiiſter had already corrected + ſuch as «42:5 
"Seugyet, dvdyvure, b  dnvenvrs;, etc. which cannot be con- 
ſidered as inſtances of bad Greek, as they are mere errata for 
ade, Beugure, dviyvore, oi Je dadesavrsg, etc.: Laſtty, Wetſtein 
aſeribes the bad Greek in the Veleſian Readings not to acci- 
dent, but to devgn, © Varias lectiones ipſe ſaepius infeliciter in 
Graecum convertit, forte ne 8. Inquiſitio quid moliretur intel- 
| ligerer, ipſumque tanquam apo: age OE" capitali judicio 
— Prol. p. 66. 


it to the example ;aſt mg, If „ Greek nba iber had | 
et fponſae Matth. XXV. 1. 


perceived that the Vulgate had 
in addition to the Greek text, and infended out of compli- 
ment to the Vulgate, to make that addition in the Greek 
manuſcript; which he was writing, he could not poſſibly 
have made any other addition after r d v vb 


than u dr wer, and this very addition is found in three 


Greek manuſcripts (. Velez on the contrary, if he framed 
his readings by tranſlating thoſe words of Stephens's Vul- 
gate, which varied from the Gteek , wonld', on perceiving 
- that. the former had er ſponſae, in addition to the latter, 
direct, during the tranſlation, his whole attention to the 
Latin, where finding obviam ſponſo before er ſponſae, and 
thence wiſely concluding that er ſponſae was the dative, 
faithfully tranſlated it by a ry fn, and having in the 
mean time forgotten the conſtruction of the Greek text, which 
it was not his buſineſs to tranſcribe, noted without further 
ceremony a rj way as a Greek reading v. I have obſerved 
ſeveral inſtances., in which Velez was led into error by the 
unfortunate circumſtance, that words imnitdiately con- 
nected by their grammatical relation were leparated by their 
poſition in the ſentence. For inſtance Acts II. 33 where 
Stephens's Greek text is Ty» 7s Ereyye ul +6 Ay EH 
g Toys vd waresr xe dre & y duet g di Are, 
Velez quotes rd & as a . WIR lo rico . becauſe 


49. Whether d 75; 4 was made in theſ 4 Greek manu- 
- ſcripts in imitation of the Vulgate, is another inquiry. I be- 
lieve not. For if n ris vhs exiſted originally in this paſſage, 


er ſdonfie is only a tranflatign of the Greek“ On the other 
8 if es ſponſae is an e xd Tis vu might be 
G 


as ecalily interpolated in the k, without the aid of the La- 
tin, as er ſponſee in the Latin without the aid of che Greek. 


Je. Bengel obſerves very juſtly in his Introd. in Crit. N. T. 
$. XXXIX. 4, Latinum quoddam exemplar cum Graeco ſuiſſe 
collatum, et differentias primum Latine collectas, . con · 
textu non ſemper inſpecto, Graece redditas. 
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he found kane quem (in reference to ſpiricum) in Stephvns's . 
Valgate,', not perceiving w , niegpearcs which was at 
ſome little diſtance. At Gal. IV. 24 ret yg (ior af $66 Fins 
lee is rendered in Stephens's Vulgate, Haec enim ſunt/ 
duo teſtamenta, Here Velez tranſlates hae literally by 
ratra , and quotes ĩt as a various reading to aur, not ob- 
ſerving that the pronoun referred to dae, which was: a 
few words diſtant. Alterations of this kind could never 
have been made by a man who wrote connected ſentences: 


and conſequently the VeleGan Readi ings of this Ne 
* never have exiſted i in Greek xhanaſeri 1 


- * 4 Ln 
/ 


-. 


17. The Marquis of Velez did not collate oy 
Greek ma _ eripes has] oever. 


It appears from the 10% Article ke Velez did not col- 
late any Greek manuſcripts from the Escurial, and ſince 
Mariana aſſerts that Velez collated ſixteen Greek manu - 
ſcripts,” and that eight were from the Escurial, the de. 
tection of a falſehood in one half of the ſtory is alone ſuffi- 
cient to deſtroy the credit of the reſt, Further it appears 
tom the I Ich article that among the Veleſian Readings in 
the whole New Teſtament there are above a thouſand, 
which have never been discovered in a Greek manulctipt, 
though more than four hundred and fifty have been col- 
lated, - Now that one ſingle collator, in the infancy of cri- 
ticiem; ſhould have found in ſixteen, or even in any num- 
ber of Greek manuſcripts, in Spain, above a thouſand 
readings of ſuch a deſcription,that the united efforts of all the - 
critics of the three laſt centuries have not been able to ef- 
fect a discovery of any one of them, among four hundred 
and fifty manuſcripts, ſcattered in various parts of Europe, 
is, a matter almoſt incredible. And when we take into 
the account the ſeveral poſitions proved in the 12, 13, 14. 
and 15th articles, that the greateſt part of them betray. a 


* 
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+ Latin origin, that in the mode of writing Proper Names 
Velez differs very frequently from the orthography of all 
the Greek manuſcripts and conforms to the Vulgate, that 


he ſometimes makes obſervations, which are founded on 

a compariſon of the modern chapters, as arranged in the 
printed Greek and Latin editions, and laſtly, what is of 
the greateſt importance, and finally decides the queſtion, 
that he has many readings, which never could have exiſt- 
ed in a Greek manuſcript, though they might eafily have 
been framed by a collector of ſingle readings, we may as- 


ſert, as a thing demonſtrated beyond a doubt, that the Ve- 


leſian Readings were not taken from Greek manuſcripts. 


18. The V. elefian Readings were not taken 42 


the quotations of the Greek fathers. 


The arguments, which . been uſed to prove, that 
they were not taken from manuſcripts of the Greek Teſta- 
ment, apply ſtill more forcibly to the Greek fathers. To 
theſe arguments may be added, that among all Wetſtein's 
quotations from the Greek fathers in the Epiſtle of St. 
James only three 5* agree with the Veleſian Readings. 
Further, Griesbach in the ſecond Volume of his Symbolae 
criticae, has publiſhed all the quotations from the Greek 
Teſtament, which are to be met with in the works of 
Clement of Alexandria and Origen, and which differ from 


the common Greek text. But of the two hundred and twenty 


nine Veleſian readings in the Catholic Epiſtles, Clement has 


only four*?, and Origen only three 5?. Beſides, ſeveral of 


the Greek fathers, which are the moſt n of various 


11. They are in Ch, III. 5. and IV. 12 600 eue. 
52. 1 Pet. III. 13. 16. IV. 3. 8. 


31. 1 Pet. I. 6, III. 20. dae n. 8. 
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54. ( 
55. J 
76. | 


readings, for inſtance Origen and Athanaſius, were not 
publiſhed till long after the middle of the ſixteenth century; 
and we can hardly ſuppoſe that Velez had recourſe to them 


in manuſcript. And the editions of the fathers, which | 


had been publiſhed; were not provided with thoſe con · 
venient Indexes of the paſſages of ſcripture, as the mo- 
dern editions, which enable a collator to turn to them av 
once, without the trouble of wading trough: the whole 
mals, a 


19. Nor were they 1 from any of the Oriental 
7 erſions. 


This poſition hardly needs a — bor I believe that 
no one ever doubted it. We have no reaſon to ſuppoſe that 
Velez underſtood the oriental languages: and if he did, it 
would have anſwered no end whatſoever, to have ſought 
in an oriental verſion readings, which he bad already 
found without exception in the Vulgate, in order to have 
the trouble of tranſlating from Syriac or Arabic into Greek, 
inſtead of performing the more eaſy taſk of tranſlating from 
the Latin. Beſides, all the Oriental verſions put together, 
could no more have furniſhed the Veleſian readings than 
Greek MSS. for according to Wetſteins's extracts, they contain 
only nine?“ out of forty Veleſian readings in the epiſtle 
of St. James. Laſtly if we except the old Syriac55 and 
Ethiopic 55, no oriental verſion of the New Teſtament had 
been publiſhed, when the Veleſian collection was made. 
The old Syriac and Ethiopic therefore are the only two, to 


which Velez had acceſs, Now whe thele two verſions I - 


54. Ch, Ur. 8. IV. 4. I2 (icy 13. V. Te 9. 11. 1. 
55. Publiſhed by Widmanſtadt in 13535. 
56. Publiſhed at Rome in 1548 and 1549, 
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have collated all thoſe Veleſian readings, which are given in 
the General Table, Liſt I. Claſs VI. A: but have discovered 
only one, and there the Syriac verſion is ambiguous, de- 
ciding no more in favour. of the Es n than of 
dene ee e v7 Wor A 


Necapitulation and Concluſion. _ 


Having ſeparately proved each article, on which the 
General Propolition depends, I will now bring them into 
one point of view. From the five) firſt articles appears at 
leaſt the poſſibility, if not the probability, that the Vele- 
' an Readings were taken from Robert Stephens's Vulgate of 
1540. From the ſixth, ſeventh, and eighth articles, it ap- 
pears that they were taken neither from Latin manuſcripts, 
nor from the quotations of the Latin fathers, nor from 
any other text of the Vulgate, beſide that which is printed 
in Stephens's edition of 1540. From the ninth. article, it 
appears, that they were not taken from any printed edition 


or editions of the Greek Teſtament; from the tenth, 


' eleventh , twelfth, thirteenth, fourteenth, fifteenth, ſx- 
teenth and ſeventeenth articles, it appears that they were 


not taken from manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament: the 


_ eigtheenth article ſhews that they were not taken from the 


1 


. This wiki is of Tacyov Jude 13, where the common « Bok 


text is ors rere. The Syriac Verſion has here con Sh, 


ich in the {tranſlation in the London Polyglot is rendered 


Qui dicebant: but it may equally well be rendered Quia dice- 
bant;,” and then it will agree with the Greek MSS, 


in the examination of its readings, I was obliged, 
to have recourſe to the Latin tranſtation of Dudley Eoftus. 


— 


LAY of the Greek Fathers: apd laſtly the 9 


Whether 

there is the ſame ambiguity in the Erhiopic, I know not, as 1 
am not acquainted with that language: and I acknowledge that 
like Mill, 
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| that they were not taken froni any of the Oriental Ver- 
ven in I (ons. There remains therefore no other ſource from which 
verel I velez conld have derived his readings; than Robert Ste- 
s, de. I pnens's Vulgate of 1540, from: which it has been ſhewn. 


* that he wighe have taken them. The poſſibility therefore 
becomes not only a hn but an abſolute 3 f 


To colhiga the proof of this oi, into a ſmaller 

compaſs, it may be conducted in the following manner. 
The rule being eſtabliſhed that wherever a Veleſian reading 

ich the occurs, the text of Stephens's Vulgate printed in 1540 
m inio varies from the text of his Greek Teſtament printed in 
bears at 1550, and that the Veleſian Readings in general vary from 
e Vele- Wl the former and agree with the latter, it necellarily follows, 
leate of MW that Velez was directed in the choice of his readings by 
„ it ap- che differences between Stephens's Greek and Latin texts; 
Iſcripts, Wor ſince the Veleſian Readings amount to nearly nineteen 
xr from hundred, it is wholly impoſſible, that their general: agree- 
printed ment with the one and diſagreement with the other, 
rticle, it N ſhould have ariſen from mere accident. We are reduced. 
edition {Wtherefore to this dilemma. Velez either ſought ſor read- 
> tenth, Wings in ſonie Greek ſource, namely in manuſcripts of the 
th, lix- reek Teſtament, in printed editions, or in the writings 
ey were Nof the Greek fathers, which agreed with Stephens s Vulgate, 
ent: the {Where it varied from the Greek text: or he fabricated for 
rom the {Whimſelf what he found not ready made to his hand. But it 
neteenth has been ſhewn that the Veleſian collection could not have 


deen drawn from any Greek ſource. Therefore etc. 


on Greek To this extraordinary fabrication, as is Pr in 
SN, ie hiſtory of criticism, the Marquis of Velez was'probably 
; rendered Ned by the following motive. Not many years before the 
Quia dice peleſian collection was formed, the council of Trent, from 


VVhether 
not, as1 
vledge that 

like Mill, 
Eoftus. 


hich no member of the Church of Rome could venture 
o diſſent, had in the fourth ſeſſion, held 8 April 1546. 
nade the following decree Si quis autem libros ipſos-in- 


* * 
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tegros , cum omnibus. ſuis partibus; prout in eccleſia ca. 
tholica legi confueverunt, et in veteri ? Vulgata lacing 
editione habentur, pro ſacris et canonicis non ſuſceperit, 
et traditiones praedictas ſciens et prudens contemplerit, 
anathenia fit.” And a few lines after, *-Infuper eadem 
ſacroſancta ſynodus ſtatuit et declarat, ut haec pſa 
vetus et vxlgara editio, quae longo tot ſaeculorum uſu in 
ipla eccleſia probata eſt, in publicis lectionibus, disputatio- 
nibus, praedicationibus, et expoſitionibus pro authenrica 
habeatur: et nt nemo illam rejicere quovis praetextu au- 
deat vel praeſumat . But though the Vulgate was thus 

pronounced to be the only rule of faith, the importance 
ol the original texts was felt even by the Catholics of Spain. 
Cardinal Ximenes had ſet the example, by publiſhing not 
only the Latin, but the Greek and the Hebrew: tranſlations 
were made into Spaniſh, not only from the Vulgate, but 
immediately from the originals themſelves *: and a mo- 
dern Latin tranllation, made from the Hebrew. and the 


Greek, was publiſhed in conjunction with the Vulgate, at. 


Salamanca in 1584, by royal authority, under the auſpices 
* Divines of * — * deen eee the ap- 


58. The ſubject here relates to the canonical books of the Old 
and New Teſtament. | 


609. The word veteri is here oppoſed to the vB ba Latin trans 
lation, which Erasmus, Sebaſtian Miinſter, Sanctes Pagninus, 

and others had made immediately from the original texts, and 
which deviated conſiderably from the Vulgate.” - 


60. Harduini Acta Conciliorum Tom. X. p. 33. 


1. Caſſiodorus Reyna publiſhed in 1569 a Spaniſh tranflation 
made from the Hebrew and the Greek, of which Simon in hi 
Hiſt, crit. des Verſions du N. T. Ch. XLI, p. 497. ſays.  *Quor 

> qu' il temoigne d' avoir beaucoup de reſpect pour Vancienne 

edition Latine à cauſe de ſon antiquits, il dit qu'il wa ps {i 

ſuivre, parce qi elle w eſt pas conforme en plufienrs endroittM | orb 
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Gia ca: Ml probation of the inquiſition itſelf 52; It is therefore not 
latina extraordinary that the Marquis of Velez, who is deſcribed 
;eperit, Ml by Mariana 9? as vir Graece doctus, mould think that the 
aplerit, WM Latin, where jt deviated from the Greek, ſtood in need of 
eadem MM ſtill ſtronger ſupport then the decree: of a council. The 
ec ipſa Wl moſt celebrated edition of the Vulgate in the time of Velez 
uſa in was Stephens's edition of 1540, and the principal edition 
yutatio- ¶ of the Greek Teſtament was that publiſhed by Stephens in 
thentica 1550. Yet theſe two ſtandards o“ differed from each other 
xtu au- ¶ in various places, through every chapter in the New Teſta. 
as thug ment: ſo that the whole number of contradictions was ſnf- 
zortance 
£ Spain, 


was to be done in this critical ſituation? To reject the La- 


ing not tin, and abide by the Greek, would have been an open 
1\ſlations violation of the authority of the Pope, and of the council 
ate, but of Trent: to abide by the Latin was to follow a tranſlation, 
4 a mo-Mvbich in numerous inſtances varied from the original. 
and the There remained then no other reſourſe, than to ſeek for 
leate, ar Mereek authority, in order to ſupport. the readings of Ste- 


phens's Vulgate , where they differed from his Greek text. 
But where were theſe Greek readings to be ſought? Not in 
big pe u i RR cs 


auſpices 
1 the ap- 


K the 08 62, See Le Ln Bib, ſacra ed, March. P. IT. Vol. III. p. wy 
I mention theſe examples, becauſe Velez was a Spaniard, and 
atin trans the Spaniards, as critics , do not ſtand in 2 high 2 


ws, od „ . S q. 1 


4 n. n et the Vue Aithentica, which is ar preſent the 

ſtandard text of the Vulgate, was not ſettled before 1592: and 

the textus receptus of the Greek was not ſettled before 1624. 

tranflatio: i If Velez had lived in the ſeventeenth century, and had ground- 
mon in hu ed his readings on the variations of theſe two texts, his col- 
ys.  *Quor lection of readings would have been very different from the 
Pancienne preſent. The whole of the fixth glaſs, in the firſt liſt, aud 
il wa p many other readings, where theſe two texts agree, would nox 
eit e have been quoted: and, on the other hand, readings would 
have been d, where none appear in » the preſent collection. 


fciently formidable to give real uneaſineſs. What then 
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works of the Greek fathers: b. all theſe ſovixces 5 put to- 
gether could not have furniſhed Velez with one half of his 
readlings. He had no other means therefore of executing 
his plan, than that of fabricating for himſelf by tranſlating 
Stephens's Latin readings into Greek, : The commiſſion of 
a pious fraud, in ſupport of a good cauſe, has both in for- 
mer and in latter times been thouglit allowable and praiſe. 
worthy: to ſupport the Vulgate, where it appeared to tot- 
ter, was to render the Church of Rome an eſſential ſervice: 
and to produce Greek authority in confirmation of that 
verſion, which was the oracle of the Catholics, might 
quiet many an unealy conſcience. The attempt has ſuc. 
ceeded perhaps beyond his expectation: for the Veleſian 
' Readings are quoted to this very day by the meinbers of 
the Church of Rome in re $a the ane and a 


Nr Bev (IIS 7 


An additional motive, which Velez might hw had 
for taking Stephens's Vulgate under his protection, was 
the perſecution, with which Stephens met from the Doc- 
tors of the Sorbonne, and which in ſpite of royal protec- 
tion, and the approbation of the learned, ended in a pro- 
hibition of the lale of his editions * the Nn 66, Simon 

L Aon $5 him 


63. Even Sahatier quotes them to that purpoſe in his Biblia blen 


66. As long as Francis I. livet's Srephens had pe Xengk to \ Gem 
for the only anſwer that Francis gave to the complaints made 
by the Doctors of the Sorbonne, was that if they would point 
out whatever paſſages were exceptionable, thoſe paſſages ſiould 
be noted at the end of each book.” But this they either would 
not, or could not do, and there the matter reſted. After the 

death of Francis I, they preſented reptated petirions to his ſuc 
ceſſor Henry II: the Paris bookſellers petitioned in their turn, 

offer ng to print whatever paſſages were deemed to be faulty, 
and place then in the form of Errata at the beginning of each 

: — But Henry * oharacter was leſs firm, than that of 
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himſelf ſays on this occaſion 57, Ces Theologians aurolent 


pi traiter avec plus de douceur un homme, qui avoient 


lait des depenſes exceſſives, pour nous donner des Bibles 


Latines correctes. Ils devoient au moins epargner cette 
belle edition de 1540. And a few lines following he goes 
ſo far as to declare, La cenſure de Paris ne nous doit pas 
empecher de lire cette belle edition de 1540, ou R. Es- 
tienne fait profeſſion de reimprimer avec toute la fidelits 


poſſible les Exemplaires Latins, dont on ſe ſervoit dans nos 


Egliſes. Now Velez probably thought that the only real 
ground for the condemnation of this edition, was its de- 
viation from the Greek s, and concluded therefore that 
the moſt effectual method, to Gilence all objections, would 
be to produce Greek. authority, in the form of readings 
taken from Greek manuſcripts, which ſhould agree with 
Stephens's Latin text, wherever it contradicted the Greek, 
The laſt appeal was to the original language, in which the 
New Teſtament was written: and this language, under 


the auſpices of the Marquis of Velez, afforded that relief, 


which the caſe required. Whether the relief was given 
honeſtly or diſhoneſtly no one could tell, as the Marquis 
very wiſely quoted his readings, without ever naming a 
manuſcript. * 


his predegeſſor, was obliged at laſt to give way to the ſolicita- 


tions of bigotry and malice. See Simon Hiſt. crit. des Verſions. 


* 


du N. T. Ch. XI. p. 138. a 
67. Hiſt, crit. des Vert du N. T. Ch. XI. p. 132, 133. 


68. This at leaſt is certain, that every correction made in the 


Vulgate even by public authority, from the time of Robert 
Stephens, till the text was: finally ſertled by Clement VIII, 
brought the Vulgate nearer to the Greek. The Louvain text 
differs- leſs often from the Gretk, than Stephens's Vulgate of 
1540: the text of Sixtus V. lefs often” than the Louvain text: 


and till leſs the text of Clement VIII. The editions of Iſido- 


rus Clarius were profefledly corrected from the Greek. 
b i T 99 1 3 
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Having Pointed out the ſource, from which the Mar. 
quis of Velez derived his readings, and ſhewn the object 
which he had in view, in making this extraordinary col. 
lection, I will add a few words in explanation of the laſh 
part of the General Propoſition, and then conclude. I there 
alerted that Velez tranſlated into Greek the Readings of 
Stephens's Vulgate of 1540, Which varied from the Greek 
text of 1550, except where Stephens's Greek margin ſup- 
plied him with the readings, which he wanted, where he 
had only to tranſcribe, and not to tranſlate, It will appear 
from the following table that of the two hundred and 
twenty nine Veleſian Readings in the Catholic Epiſtles, an 
hundred and twenty ſeven have never been discovered in 
any Greek MS. Theſe Readings are without doubt nothing 
more than Greek tranſlations from Stephens's Vulgate. Of 
the remaining hundred and two which compoſe the ſecond 
Liſt, ſeventy two, as will appear from the ſecond Claſs of 
the ſecond Liſt, are in the margin of Stephens's Greek Tes- 
tament: theſe readings therefore, which make about a 
fourth part of the whole number, ſaved Velez the trouble 
of a tranſlation, and he had nothing more to do, than to 
tranſcribe from Stephens . With reſpect to the remain- 


69. In ſome of them, which did not fo exactly agree with Ste- 
phens's Vulgate as he wiſhed, he made however ſome trifling 
alterations. For inſtance, Jam. IV. 12 the common Greek text 
has von 7regov, but the Vulgate proximum. Here Stephens quotes 

ve ve,, Which exactly correſponds to the common Vulgate 
text. But Stephens's Vulgate has proximum trum, And there- 
fore Velez has made an addition to Stephens's Greek reading, 
and quoted Tov fe‘, 6s. More examples of this kind may be 
ſeen in the ewig General Table, Liſt II. Claſs II. At 
other times Velez has wholly overlooked the readings of Ste- 
phens's margin, and quoted readings of his own fabrication, 
which never exiſted in a Greek manuſcript, where Stephens's 
margin contained genuine readings, which would have ſuited 
his purpoſe: much better than any he could make. See Liſt I. 
Claſs VIII, Several of the readings in the ſecond column are 


in Stephens's margin. a 
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ing thirty, which compoſe the firſt claſs of the lecond liſt, 


though they actually exiſt in Greek manuſcripts, yet if 


Velez, as appears from the ſixteenth article, collated no 
Greek manuſcript whatſoever, they are in reſpect to Velez 
as much tranſlations from the Latin, as the hundred and 
twenty ſeven of the Firſt Liſt. Beſides, nine 7 out of the 
thirty as appears from the following table, conſiſt merely 
in the notation that certain words containgd in Stephens's 


Greek text are wanting, that is, wanting in Stephens's 


Vulgate. For theſe nine therefore Velen had no need of 


Greek manuſcripts. Three more “* have been found in 


no other manuſcript than the Codex Alexandrinus, which 
was brought into the Weſt of Europe not before the ſeven- 


teenth century: one 7* has been discovered in no other 


manuſcript, than the Codex Covelli 4, brought from the 
Eaſt at the beginning of the preſent century: another ?3 
has been discovered in no other than a Moscow Manu- 
ſcript, lately collated by Profeſſor Matthaei. Two more 74 
are in no other, than the Montfort manuſcript, which 


was in England, when the Veleſian collection was made. 


To theſe manuſcripts Velez had certainly not acceſs, 


Another reading conſiſts merely in the addition of the 


words «90% gear I Pet. III. 11, which are contained 
in the common printed editions of the Greek Teſtament, 
but which were omitted by accident in Stephens's edition 
of 1559. And as to the remaining thirteen, they are all 


in manuſcripts, of which it is moſt probable that Velez 


70, 1 Pet. I. 22. IV. 1. 3 (two readings) 14. V. 1. 10. III. 16. 
2 John 13. | 


71. 2 Pet. IL 13, II. 13. 1 Joh, IV. 21. 
72. 3 John 13. — | 
#3. 1 Pet. IV. 14. 


74. 1 John V. 6. 10. te 
0 * 0 
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had never heard, Nor is it in the leaſt etal; that 
Velez in tranſlating from Stephens Vulgate ſhould in twen- 
ty one examples (for the nine negative reatlings are not to 
be reckoned when the queſtion relates to tranſlations) hit 
upon readings, which exiſt in Greek manuſcripts, for 
whoever examines the readings of this claſs will find that 
they are in general ſuch as could hardly be given in any 
other manner. , Almoſt all of them are nothing more than 
alterations in ſingle words 75 as yas ſor ij ud, I for d 
Oe for cvs, Aobo for nA, Top ty for T1gapuer etc. Where 
the Vulgate reads vos, quantus, Dei, exierunt, facia- 
mus ets. -which words every ſchoolboy would tranſlate in 
the lame manner. And in ſeveral of them the alteration 
is merely in the termination as, Year for vt, Aare - 
xaics for dnarexaice , Theoretios for N, etc. Which 
certainly required not the aid of a Greek manuſcript, That 
Velez was not fo fortunate in caſes where the readings of 
| the Vulgate were capable of different- tranſlations, appears 
from the eighth claſs, in the firſt liſt of the General Table: 
and therefore if the Veleſian Readings agree at other times 
with the readings of Greek manuſcripts, where the agree. 
ment was unavoidable, this agreement affords no argument 
that they were taken from Greek manuſcripts. The read- 
ings therefore, which are contained in the firſt liſt, and in 
the firſt claſs of the ſecond, are Greek tranllations from 
Stephens's Vulgate: and the remainder which maKs about 
_ fourth part of the whole, were copied from the margin 
of 9 s Greek Teſiament. 


* * 


75. The "ESE readings in the whole Veleſian collection are 
among thole, which Velez has copied from Stephens. See for 
inſtance 1 Folk V. 13 in the ſecond claſs of the ſecond liſt. If 
this reading had been fabricated by Velez, without the aid of Ste- 
phens's margin. I acknowledge that its agreement with the text 
of ſeveral Greek manuſcripts, would afford juſt matter of furprile, 
and excite a ſuſpicion that Velez, in ſome 4 at leaſt, ** 
ly conſulted Greek ce 
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which have escaped the notice of the writer. 
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Here follows the General Table, which will confirm 
the ſeveral poſitions, laid down in the preceding articles, 
and ſuggeſt perhaps to the reader many obſervations, 


* 


- 


- 


General Table of the Veleſian I Rea 


LIST 


CONTAINING THOSE, WHICH HAVE NEVER BEEN FOUND in ANY « 
CORDING TO THE DIFFERENT ans IN WHIC! 


C to 7 s I. Containing readings, of which there ts the 1 
origin in the Latin, becauſe though in no Greek I ME 
verſions, beſide the Latin b. | 


Stephens's Gr. text 1550 


L Joon: TV; 4 PL) peiehibeg 

1 Pet. HE 16 | Ws ver 04aV 
+ RY- 38 pn g Tig 

1 Joh. III. 10 | 6s uy nor Gnaiouyy 
Jud. 25 i ον | { 


- 


a4 s oO ot 


4. Namely in no Greek MS, quoted by Wetſtein, Griesback 
Matthii, or Alter. | 


— 


. Where a Reading is found in more than one ancient verſion, 
it affords a preſumption, that it did not take its riſe in either 
of thoſe verſions, but that the verſions were made from Greek 
manuſcripts, which in that paſſage agreed. It is therefore not 
impoſlible that the five readings, contained in this claſs exiſted 
formerly in ſome Greek manuſcripts, though in none at preſent, 


On the other hand, three out of the five conſiſt merely in omis- CL 
fions or additions, which might be made in any two verſions th 
independent of each other. V 


t. The Complutenſian Vulgate, with ſome Latin manuſcripts, do f. T 
not omit this reading, but agree with the Greek manuſeripts. G 


os 


esbach, 
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either 
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Claſs T. 293 


Readings in the Catholic Epiſtles. 
"P 
1 


ANY GREEK MANUSCRIPT 2, DIVIDED INTO CLASSES), 40 
WHICH THEY BETRAY THEIR LATIN ORIGIN, 


the loweſt an 5 probability as they had their 
manuſcript, they are ns in one or more | ancient 


Stephens's Lat. text 1540 Veleſian 3 


— et adulterae © _ uc woryahides 
= tanquam malefactoribus 4 | — ws #axoro@y e 
nemo autem veſtrum Th E Tis | 


he non eſt juſtus f 


0 6 Wy dixcuos 
aecula ſaeculorum 


aiavas + THY aiovuy. 


If adalteri et adulterae food originally in the Latin, the. omis- 
+ fion was occaſioned by the ſimilarity of the words adulteri and 
adulterae. NB, Whenever I ſay that a reading is in Latin ma- 
nuſeripts, without naming any, I make the aſſertion on the au- 
thority either of Stephens's Latin margin, or of the margin of 


the Antwerp edition of 1573. 


d In the parallel paſſage 1 Pet. II. 12. tangaam malefactoribu r. ia 2 


not omitted. 


e. The omiſfion of % xgxon0;Zy takes place in no other verſion 
than the Latin. But I have referred it to this claſs, becauſe 
Werſtein ſays, *Syra poſterior habet cum aſterisco.”* 


f. The Complutenſian Vulgate has gui non facit juſtizaam a alſo the 
Codex Harleianus * 


v 
* % 


quoted by no Greek father. 
4 Stephens s Gr. text 1550 
6 Jam. I. 13 Teige Scl. 
7 1 Pet. I. 6 dyahNiao9s 
- . 8 deres 
9] III. 22 bes 
10. [ 2Pet. IL 16 moigavoulas 
Il Vis roh 
12 I Joh. II. 14 ec ult. 
13 * 0 CA XNKOGTE 
14 1 a urs 
15 V. 9 | wi e ult. 
| | -.Y ü 
16 1 1: lea 
17 16 [| rolg af o | 
: 0-4: 18 GAN © ern e 78 
8 FE bes Tyge? cue 
19 2 Joh. 14 Nees ex uievor 
20 Jud. 12 | ayanas vuoy 
21 — sieg 


g. Many Latin MSS. , 


Liſt 2. 


Claſs II. containing a which excite a 
tin, becauſe they are not only in no Greek MS,, 


among which may be reckoned the ancient 


| Codex Harleianus 1 772 ſtill retain exultatis, 


&, This remarkable interpolation, wholly peculiar to the Latin 

verſion, and of courſe to the Latin fathers, is aloue ſufficient 

to excite a ſuſpicion in regard to the authenticity of the Vele- 
ian Readings. Even of the Latin fathers, no one has quoted 
it before Auguſtine : nor is it quoted by his contemporary Ru- 

It is likewiſe wanting in the ancient Leetionary found 
by Mabillon in the Abbey of Luxeu or Luxeuile in Franche 
Ces and thence called Lectionarium Luxovienſe. See Ma- 


finus. 


ancient 


e Latin 
Ifficient 
e Vele- 
quoted 
ry Ru- 
found 
*ranche 
ee Ma- 


9 755 | Claſs 11. 297 
ſupicion of their having had their ori 855 in the Lo 
but in no other ancient 1 and are moreover 


Stephens's Lat. text 1 540 | Veleſian Readings 


tentatur © | een. ö 4 ST 
exultabitis 8  yautioro9e 
videntes + creditis - oparres + TiFEVeTs ; 


dei + deglutiens mortem | bed + xoramuy toy Os- 
ut vitae aeternae haere- | verov, be ths clovis 


des efliceremur 9 2 Mien Vive 

veſaniae Y TegaPeovies 

r | | &vroA@y 

{cri | O 

de quo audiſtis | . 1 dn ανν 

eum i cure 

teſtimonium Dei + 1 uaęrvęſæ Ts Oe + 7 4 
majus eſt Sey 657 

ſcribo I yea@w 

peccanti : | 76 dug ravorri 

ſed generatio dei PTL GANG tyEveris TE ol Tye 
vat eum auroy * 

Chriſtum veniſſe Xgiov SAH 

epulis ſuis _ ' | &yanaic avrav! 


maculae | N 


billon de Liturgia Gallicana p. 475, Paris. 1685, 4to. : where 
extracts are given from this Lectionary, and whence I have 
made ſeveral notations in reſpect to this MS. which Sabatier had 
overlooked. 


{trad La MAAC l r "hs Getel 


4. Velez adhered in this reading ſo cloſely to Gr Latin, as not 
even to ule the article before, viricis. 


I. The Codex Alezandrinus has likewiſe «tr», but then-it reads 
dndrars dvriv, not àyarais dvriv like Velez. 


298 
Claſs TIT. Containing Readings, which vary 
. but alſo from the Ante · Hieronymian readings 


1 Gr. 

| 

9 
22 Jam. L. 5 
23 9 
244 * 
25] u 
26! II. 1 
27 17 
28 v. 3 
29 17 
| 2 DE; 


Liſe L. 


text 1550 


FOR 

e 10 e 

7 aurd 
KTIT GT WY 

dene dr 

nine d 

erlexng, 


xe. 


cd avgion 
.. 

T2 pen ge, 
x0) f EH 


PBeegev eml | 


Tis Ne 
40. Kovw- 
vedre 


Ante - Hieronymian 
Readings * 

ſimpliciter. Corh. 

in altitudine. Corb. * 


accipiemus. Corb. 


mm conlenti- > 


ens. Corb. 


theſaurizaſtis. Corb. 


ut non plueret, et non 
pluit in terra. Corb. 


ſecundum quod com- 
municatis. Tert. 


4 


creaturarum ejus. Hier.) 
conditionumejus. Corb. 
dijudicati eſtis. Corb. 


zv · modeſta, ſuadibilis Aug.) 


Lect. Luxov. 


| 


\ 


ö 


m. The readings in this column may be juſtly called Ante- Hiero- 
nymian, becauſe they are not only quoted by one or more of the 


ancient Latin fathers, Tertullian, Cyprian, Lucifer, Auguſtine, 


Jerom, etc. or in the Epiſtle of St. James are the readings of 


the aneient codex Corbeienſis, but at the ſame time agree with 
the ancient and probably genuine Greek readings. 
rities annexed to the readings in this column, I have taken from 


The aytho- 


Sabatier and Griesbach: in the mode of abbreviating t the names 
1 have followed Griesbach. 


u. I would not have it underſtood, that all the wat contained 


in this third column are ſo modern, as' to have been quoted by 


no Latin father. The greateſt part of them however were wholly 
unknown even to the lateſt of the Latin fathers. | 


0. Ad bg occurs in no inſtance, 2 in the en Teſtament, 
or in the . | | 


ment, 


Ciaſi III 


not only from thoſe of all the Greek meninſeripts, ; 


of the Latin. 

Steph, Vulg. text 1540 · 
affluenter « 

in exaltatione 

creaturae eJus 


judicatis 
ſumitis 


modeſta, ſuadibilis + bo- 


nis conſentiens Fe 


theſaurizaſtis + ob 
Tram © | 

ut non plueret faper ter- 
ram et non pluit * 


* 


communicantes 


* 


wake Baile 
ay Cow ® | 


Ev 73 Laces: 

1d xTloparog auvrs 8 
driver 

Ac dvere 

snes, dun + Tels 


de y 
-Dyoevgloars + au o- 


1 | 
Ts pn Gee. im) The 
Vie, #81 d eGgets 


KorwyBvTes | 


p. Here Velez has a threefold alteration» he alters v «rip4ruv 
to 78 \xTiouar;; airs t-to are; and places airs after KTIopaT0%y 
that his reading might a to the Vulgate, even in the 


very arrangement. 


g. This addition is not in all the MSS, of the Vulgate. 
r. Dr. Michaelis (Tract. crit. p. 100 ſays Prepoſtere Vel. ro; 


' RyaJoT; cuvcudendHN. 


s. Bede has this addition, but no other Latin father. It is an in- 
terpolation from Rom. II. 5, which many MSs. of the Vulgate 
have not admitted: nor is it in the Codex Harleianus 1772. 
According to Lucas Brugenſis, the {ame interpolation was made 


by Oecumenius. 


This Veleſian reading therefore has been found 


in a Greek father: but it is the only one in the whole claſs. 


8, The Oomplutenſian Vulgate, inſtead of wanep the trans- 
lation. of #niSris ie omits it entirely. 


| | quia maj nate ar 
2 an 5 , $, quomam gloriae. F TY 
32 deus  [gloriae. Fulg. 1 
p | gloria. rener —525 fl 
85 E fees med Bei Spiritus. T 
; | | I Lect. Lux. N 
Domini ſpiritus. Fulg. | 


3412 Pet. I. 2 mAnfunfin multiplicetur. Aug. 


1 ol el l &-ſin quo bene ſenſi. Aug. 
| I 7. 
$ I. 4/650 caliginis Aug, 
IT]. .. ' I5|Banoau T8 Balaam ili Beor 7, 
er 
38 17]u79 Avina- turbine. Aug. 
F ros 


39 III. 17 re jamantiſhmi. Aug. | 


40 t Joh. I. - ive 7 2 ut FART "ha veſtrum. 
1 EY val IA. | 


. Nen il the nes of the Vulgate inlet konric, 


w. The codex Alexandrinus, and other very good authorities in- 
ſert here gal Ivvduawet one MS. has sal Juv4wevs airs: but none 
reads like Velez and the Vulgate, «a2 Juvdpeus 75 od. 


x. Ipſum audite is an interpolation from Luke xl. 35, and is not 
5 in all the Latin MSS. The Lectionarium Luxovienſe, and the 
| Codex Harleianus 1772, for inſtance, have it not. 


">. The Syriac verſion reads likewiſe Beor (-S): and two 
M88. quoted by Mill have ng. In the LXX. Num. XXII.; 
| is Tg; BAA oͤtoy Bewg. 


ties in- 
t none 


is not 
ind the 


nd two 
XII.; 


ig II. 
Steph: velg tert 1540. 


quoniam quod m honoris, 
ge | 


gloriae + et virtutis Dei 
ejus ſpirits a 
eee, 

in quo mihi complacui ** 
ipſum —_—_ 1 ; 
en 0 

Balaarn ex * Boſor - 
turbinibus 


fratres ; 


ut e et gaudium 
veſtrum? 


| ths oy 6 dH +6 Cue 
| TY andere | | 


ads 


| Bakadge + 21 Borie 
uTo a 


"hw. X&%gnTe, ua i j vag 


dad 


2. The alteration of filii to ex was the reſule of à critical con- 
jecture, becauſe Boſor is the name, not of a man, but of a city: 
ſee 1 Maccab. V, 26. But the conjecture is unfortunate, ſince 
Balaam came not from Boſor, but from Pethor: unleſs the name 


of the town, which is called Vn, 
XXIII. 4, had in the time of Judas 3 been corrupt- | 
þ 4 into Bergeg. 


"> One Greek MS. waa: 835x902 in x addition to the comi | mite 


Num. XXII. 5. Deut. 


but none like Velez rejects 4yaTyre). 


4, There are many ancient Latin MSS. among the reſt the Cod. 
Harl. 1772, and the eee, n which = nor 


' *infert — n 


— 


302 
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a 


42 


46 


tha A. ad "_— 4 


45 


; > „ » |dabit ei vitam. Hier. 
V. 16|%0s &vr dabit ili dominus vi- 
| nv tam. Aug. | 
2 goev7G6 us ar filio ejus Jeſu Chriſto. 
| ls Aug. 
Xi | 


Liſt 1. 


Ante - Hieronhymian 

_ _- Readings 
1Joh. II. 14 ye uy ſcribo vobis, patres, 

| rere ges, St quia cognovatlis .0n eum 
qui ab mitio elt e. 

- * " ! 


[diligamus e. Aug. 


? 


0 roy am Ag 


III. 11ayanape 


IV. 10 durog | ipſe. Aug. 


- 


| Jud. ahh 


jo This alſuge 3 is not only quoted by the -ncient Latin fathers 


not wanting in ancient Latin MSS, : 
from the Cod. Harl. 1772. 


enſis, even by ſo late a writer, as 
genſis further relates, that it is 
and Griesbach quotes it 
The omiſſion N is * very 


but according to Lucas Br 
Thomas Aquinas, Lucas 


ate date, even in the Vulgate, 


1 Mill quotes a Greek MS., * at Baſel, * the omiſſion 
of this paſſage: but either Mill, who did not collate the MS. 


_ collated it, miſtook the verſe: 


himſelf, has made here a wrong reference, or the perſori who 
for Wetſtein who collated this 
pavuſcripr throughour, refers the omiſſion to the 13th verſe, 
ere the ſame words, with the difference only of ye«dqu for 
b,, likewiſe occur. One Greek MS, quoted by Wetſtein 
really omits {this paſſage, but then it omits not this paſſage only; 
for all the words between 42gx35 in the 13th, and 29x35 in the 
14th verſe, are omitted, owing to an overſight in the tranſcriber, 


occaſioned by the homoeoteleuton: whereas the partial omiſſion 


Step 


dabitu 


hlio ei 


i. One ( 
178 E 
- Greek 


Daß 17, 303 


I Vale: text 13% veleſian Readings 
The whole paſſage omit- | The whole paſſage 
. ted omitted 4 
* HM * bo | 3 
gatis, in the margin | &yanars | 
of Steph. ed. of x540, and 
in the text of 152g, and 
1534: but diligamus, in 
the text of the ed. 1540 f 1 
ple — auròg + gros 
14 dabitur ei vita 99 does rea ciurꝗᷓ Gui 
0. filio ejus | Off a b 
TY alimpleatur a] 
fathers in the Vulgate proceeded from deſign. At any tate, no Greek 
er, 85 MS, agrees here with Velez, | 


t it is e. The Complutenſian Vulgate has likewiſe diligamtur. 


ores „ See what was ſaid on this reading in the proof of the third 
Ff very 
article. 

8. This addition is not in the Louvain text: it is wanting like- 
miſſion wiſe in the Lect. Luxov. and other Latin MSS, It was taken 
de MS. from «tro; res Ver, 19. where xe is rendered in the Vul- 
n who gate by prior. | 
ed = 1. Many Latin MSS. ſtill retain dabir ei vitam, as quoted by Je- 
| verie, 


rom. In the margin of the Antwerp edition of 1573 are men- 
tioned fix; Sabatier mentions the Lectionarium Luxovienſe, and 
Griesbach the Codex Harleianus 1772, 


— 


i, One Greek MS, and one only, viz the Cod. Alexandrinus, omits 


i475 xg:56 8 but then ir retains , rd before vigz conſequently no 
Greek 2 has this Veleſian Reading. | 


8 * 


Steph. or. text 1556. | Ante-Hieronymian | St; 
Keadings 


471 ud. Erna ſomniantes. Laicif, |} 
Wee. 48 2406 6 Aug. | 
ps | EW: =; | 


* 
P Ss 4 » 
T4 \ 
- % 
: 7 . 
| y 
- : * 
. . . * 
* - a 
4 ” *.+ ÞP . FE #4 k 1 
. . a © F & 
4 


\ 


. Claſs IV. Containing Readings, which: betray 
adhering to it in caſes where the Latin Trans- 
lation, either Ws; choice, , Or e Abe 


f : | Steph. Gr. toxt 179 
49 James IV. 5 reren er | 


82 
14 


$0.7 13 | eye 

51 x. Pet. I. 3 | mov avrs Reeg 

- +484 88 n I Mund rec . 
53 ] E294 Aeg £15 0 bee 


34 * 20 J . 


4. This interpolation was made in the modern Vulgate from the 


1 Theſſ. III. 13. or V. 23. But the Lotionarium Luxovienle poſe 
is free from it. | 
| : g n. It 
Ky Here Velez betrays himſelf, not only by having a long reading, * 


75 which in this place is found in no Greek MS. in no Oriental | 
| verſion, is quoted by none. of the fathers either Greek or Latin, % Her 

nor is in all the MSS, even of the Vulgate (fee Note H: but allo WIR 

by the tranſlation of in adventu domini by i Tg Tages/q yt ties 

without the article before xugls, H Tegooia c a often occurs ll 

in the *. . boy y ragveia xvgis never. | 

Wh, If hi Latin tranſlator had rendered rd wvilua 5 xarwryrey ty d 
by ſpiritus qui habiravis in nobis, he would not have 'exprelled 


etray 
Tang» 
eceſſi- 


ite from 
axovienle 


* 
4 reading, 
„Oriental 
or Ladin, 
: but alſo 
gel xuyits 
en occurs 


wey eu 


'exprelled 


Claſs . 1 


Steph. Vulg. text 1340 | Velefian Readings 

— ſomniantes © = eee 

inexultatione + inadven- | # 28 * ev Ty 
tu domumi noltri Jeſu reg, N muay In- 
Chriſti & | os Xews * 

= . | 


a tranſlation from the Latin, by their anziously 
lator deviated fromthe preciſeneſs of aliteral trans- 
ty, or through miſtake. 


Steph. Vulg. text 1340 Veleſian * 
habitat v xf 
ecce 2 | ids | 
miſericordiam ſuam magnam | nie dur Ac 
caltificantes ® 4 Migerreg | 
populus acquifitionis 8 Ag Tis ego 
haec eſt gratia 9 | GUT X gig 


* 
the moaning of Se, James: for ««ruxyce 3 here ee 
peſuit, that is habitat. Beza tranſlates it by ſedem poſuit. 


u. It was 4 matter of indifference, whether the Latin tranſlator 
uſed age, or ecce. A ſimilar: obſervation is applicable to the 
following reading. 


6, Here the Latin tranſlator was obliged to deviate from tank, 
becauſe the Latin has no participle of the paſt time in the ac- 
tive voice, 'The ſame may be ſaid of 4noqvyovres 2 Pet. II. 20. 


p· The Latin fathers quote Ry n nen. and 


populus in adopt ionem. 


9. The Latin tranſlator could not well have retained the ons, 
in the neuter gender. 
U 


—— 


"i 
| 4 I quoted by Erasmus 


Liſt I. 


Steph. Gr. text 1550 T4249 
2 Pet. II. 20 a οDονrer uf 
x John V. 46 een Tis lan | | 
| 2 John 3 | Sr. omg 18 Nuieis | 


Claſs V. enn Readings, which of them- 
bear on their Fee the certificate of their 


39 


TIER Gr. text 1550 | Literal tranſlation of 

any : the Greek text * | 
Jam. III. I IA natantium. Corb. 
cetorum. Lat. MSS. 


| and Eſtius: alſo in 
7 Stephens's ed. of 1528 | 


1 5 Nic | N22 Corb. Lect. Lux- 
ov. 


= 
o 


7. Here the Latin tranſlator took 273% (which in the FOND Aoriſ 


» 


always Aae video) in the ſenſe of ſcio. 


1. As Vow rather expreſſes 'a wiſh in this paſſage, than declares 


poſitively. a future event, it is more properly rendered by ft, 


than by erit. Even medern — Beza for __ Have 


rendered it in the ſame manner. 


t. Few of the readings in this ſecond column are extant in the 


modern editions of the printed Vulgate, But with exception 


80 contriſteri 1 Pet. I, 6, adulteri a Pet. II. 14, and accipimi 


x John III. 22 they have been quoted either from Latin fathers 
or from ancient Latin manuſcripts, ſuch as the Cod. Corbeien- 
fis, the Codex Harleianus 1772, and the two ancient M55. 
which R. Stephens collated in the library of St. Germain de 
Prez, and which he diſtinguiſhed by the names of Oblongus, 
and Latus, Of theſe three readings however, the firſt is in 


uvas * 


1d Aorit 


; declares 
ed by ſit, 


ace, uwe 


nt in the 
exception 
accipimu 
tin fathers 
Corbeien- 
ent MSS, 
rmain des 
Oblongus, 
fixſt is in 


Claſs IV. 307 
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refu zentes | amoOevyovres 
qui {cit ” 0515 olds 
lit vobiscum gratia * 7 en ue pay cigis, 
ſelves betray tlieir origin in the Latin, or which - 
birth, 
Steph. Vulg. text 1540 | Veleſian Readings 
ceterorum # | Tov d 

. 
uvas 4 | ; — S 

| 


- 


; *; 
Steph. Vulg. of 1546, and the ſecond in the Complutenſian 
vulgate. The abbreviations annexed to each reading, denoting 
the Fathers, Manuſcripts, or Editions, in which it is found, 
are either generally known, or will be underſtood * what 
has been already ud | in this in. 


1. Ceterorim might the more 8 take its rife from cetornis, as 


ſeveral other kinds of animals ſ natura beſtiarum, et volnerum, ot 
ſergenrizm etc.) had juſt ou mentioned. 


w. In thoſe Latin MSS, in which the i was conſtantly. written 


without a dot, (as in the Codex Bezae, Codex Harleianus 1772), 
and the ! and the i (of which Aſtle has given ſpecimens) were 
nearly of the ſame length: a tranſcriber could not fail, if the 9 


in olivas was faded, to take the remaining part livas for uvas, 


eſpecially as viris immedigtely follows, ang the antitheſis ſeemy 
| 8 U 3 8 


305 Liſt I. 


| Steph. Gr. text 1550 Literal tranſlation of 
the Greek text. | 
60 Jam. IV. 5 nudy nobis. Germ. I. 
61 V. 6jarritacos- reſiſtit. Corb. Harl. 
I Tau 
62 1 Pet. I. 6A vnnberreg confriliati. Steph. Vulg. 
63! 22|Thc &Aubelag t Lorem, Lect, 1 
| Luxov. ny 
6 II. 20|n&o yovres [patientes. Bed. . 
: | BE 55 | 5 | Germ. I. * 
65 IV. 18 auCeres ſalvatur. Germ. 1. Glvat 
6602 Pet. IL. 14|uworyaAios [adulteri *. Comp. adult, 
67 TJoh. III 22|Azpavopey [accipumus 3 . 
68] IV. 20 baigerxe vidit. Lucif. Germ. o. ay — 
I. Comp. 
691 V. 15|yTmapev poſtulavimus. Lect. ofin) 
| | Luxov. Germ. I. P 
| 1 Steph. Vulg. 1528 
70 16|ei7yo8 petet. Germ. o. 1. petat 


to require xvas, Even if che o were not faded, the miſtake 
might ealily have been made in copying a manuſeript written 
continua ſerie, where there was nothing but the ſenſe to deter- 
mine the beginning of each. word. 


— 


x. It is true that iv and du7v may be as eaſily confounded u 

0 nobis and vobis, But in this inſtance, we know that the con- 
fuſion has actually taken place in the Latin, and that it hi 

> not taken place in the Greek. | 


F. Tf the firſt ſyllable in veritatir was faded, any-tranſcriber what 

. Toever would ſuppoſe that the faded ſyllable was ca and red 
caritatis, becauſe the words which immediately follow are, in fr 
ternitatis amore. And even if ve was not faded, it might in 
that ſituation, in the handwriting of ſome MSS, be taken 
for ca. 


f | 


Lo 0. 


miſtake 
e written 
to deter- 


unded 1 
the con 
1at it has 


ber what 
and read 
re, in fin 
might in 
be take 


Claſs v. 


Steph. Vulg: text 1540 


vobis 

reſtitit | 
contriſtari 
caritatis # 
patienter 


ſalvabitur 
adulterii 
accipiemus 
videt 


poſtulamus 
0 
petat 


[ 
| 
| 


# 


Veleſian Readings 


u 
rere 


Nur N 


Tis dyaty 
| ,. 
lan go Sui 


TYIHTETRE 
poygias 


| Anpipeoc 


02g * 
cuTBuey 


re 


2. The common Greek text is here pert; ue AIdeg, dei draraxdu- 
des Guagrias: but according to good authorities, it is erde He- 
xa xe? druararvducs duagriac, Where MelM, Ae (for ue Ng 
cannot according to the analogy of the Greek language ſign. 
adulterium, though this ſenſe is aſcribed to it in many of the 
Greek Lexicons for this paſſage, but for this paſſage only, 
and here probably out of compliment to the. Vulg.) agrees with 

| Spugrias; porxans duagria being an expreſſion ſimilar to worxual; 
ve, Matth. XII. 39. etc. and ignifying adulternm delictum. 


a, Velefian Readings of this kind are extremely common through- 
out the whole N. T.: and we may in general be certain that, 
where Velez quotes a verb in a different mood or tenſe from 

the common text, that the difference though material in the 
Greek, as between Gs and &garc, is immaterial in the Latin, 
as between vides and vidit, and that the readings therefore may 
be eafily confounded in the latter, though not in the former. 
Luke XI. alone furniſhes ſeven examples. 


5 - 


| 310 Ki ; 11 N Liſt I. 


| Steph. Gr. text 1550 | Litnral tranllation of | 
the Greek text 


ſi autem zelum ama- 
rum habetis et con- 
re, X04 5 6. tentionem in praecor- 
1 Dev a TH} diis veſtris. Corb. 

3 vag dig d · | | 
| 2 wv 275 | q 
| 9 quod ſi zelum amarum 
habetis, et contentio- 
| nes in cordibus ves- 
| | tris. Aug. Germ. I. 


11 1am. If. 140d 3 GiNov 
| Tgov xe. 


| 7 : | 


Cla ſs DT. Containing Readings, which not on- 
origin in that particular text, which is printed in 


| Steph. Gr. text 1550 Common text of the 

1 | printedVulgate eyylach 
| ; lin theſe examples a- 

grees with the Greek. 


4 


-, * 


13 door? | 


 42jJam. I. 25g vouey rt. in lege perfocus/ Über- 

W NEioy Tov rije tatis 

. tev9egias in lege perfecta liberta- 
8 | us. Steph. Vulg. 1534 


d. 1 have placed this reading laſt, becauſe it is of different kind 
from the reſt. The inſertion of nt aroſe from the ambiguity 
of the termination of contexriones, which was meant for the 
Aceus., but was taken for the Nom. 2 0 


e. The readings of this column I have copied from the Vulgate 

| rext printed in the inner column of Sabatier Biblia ſacra, 
be d. It muſt not be ſuppoſed that theſe are the only Veleſian Read- 
3 ings in the Catholic Epiſtles, which vary from the common 


text of the Vulgate. They are the valy * of chat kind, 
Which belong to this Cas, 


Stepl 


ted in 


Claſs I. 311 
Steph. Vulg. text 1540 Veleſian Readings 


| 


quod ſi zelum amarum | - F 32 Gov T1Kgov ®ers, | 
habetis, et contentio- | ! eg. Nele ev rg Kag- 
nes ſont in cordibus . doug vuioy d. 
veſtris 6 | 


ty betray thitr origin in the Zitin, bur alſo their 
Stephens's edition of 1540. 

Steph. Vulg. text 1540 Veleſian Readings 4 

| Y A. | +. 
Readings, which aroſe | | 


in this text through 
mere negligence in co- 


"_ 


— 


* * 


pying © &” "PG 
in lege perfectae liber-. | els veor TeAziurs Ts Neu- 
tatis | Veglcs £ 


* — 


e. The readings which compoſe the firſt diviſion of this Claſs are 
ſimilar to thoſe in the preceding claſs: and bear on their fore- 
heads the certiftcate of their birth. 

f- Legem perfectam is thus written in the Latin MISS. and alſo in 
this very place in the Compl. edition, I have retained- this 
mode of writing, becauſe it ſhews the eaſy tranſition to lege 
perfecta, and thence to lege perfectae, 

K. A Greek tranſcriber, after he had altered to r{ac:ov to v, 
would have transpoſed the article & written rie reha du 
Jeęias. : 


14 


9 


77 
78 
79 
80 
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Steph. Gr. text 1550 Common text of the | 
| printed Vulg. which in 


\ | theſe examples agrees 
| | | with the Greek 
Jam. V. GA je- addixiſtis t 
Ts 


| 20]za\ub: |operiet i 
1Pet. H. 5[oizog mvev- |domus ſpiritualis 7 
E perinog 
 20|motoy ? quae enim eſt gloria: 
Io NB. Gloria is abbrev. 
' glia © 
III. g rs ds redes [in fine 
18 S ene mortificatus 

— Cwomombers vivificatus 


IV. Zh e [appropinquavit 


k, Stephens's ed. of 1528 and 1534 have likewiſe addixiſtir. The 


Cod. Corbeienſis has damnaſtis, 


i. Operiet is alſo in the Compl. edition, wy in Steph, . 1534: 


but not in that of 1528. 


a, This is cnt of the wwe Velen CE in the Catholic 


Epiſtles, which do not exactly agree with Stephens's Vulgate of 


operiat, than xaainre: but, lince the Greek text is ce bu- 
tx bavdrs, K xariyer mhiles auagriiv, no man could poſiibly 
alter x&a%p* to x«Amry: it was ſtretching the cord as far it 
would go, to alter aa: to the preſent tenſe, without making 
an additional alteration in the mood. Or Velez might conſider 
operiat as an erratum for operiz, which is the reading of moſt 


4 It is true that x«aizry, would more exactly correſpond 


editions (the Louvain text for inſtance), that have not operiet: 


Stephens himſelf in the parallel paſſage 1 Pet. IV. 8, has operit, 
where Velez again quotes x«aizr«.: and in the ed. of 1528 he 
had printed operit, at this very place, James V. 20. Or laſtly, 
if Velez was inattentive to che context, as he frequently was, 
x«A;xTTy may be the original Veleſian Reading, and xeatrr 


either a correction of Mariana or De la Cerda, or an acciden- 


tal alteration in copying or printing. 


V. 


The 


1534: 


atholic 
rate of 
eſpond 
084 u- 
oflibly 
far it 
making 
onſider 
f moſt 
periet: 
operit, 
528 he 
laſtly, 
ly was, 
AU v 
cciden- 


Claſs VI. 3213 
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1 : 
adduxiſtis nyc ere 
| | | | 
operiat  K@)vnTE & 
domos ſpirituales »  0lz25 mveuuariags 
quae enim eſt gratia | mow velg Nag 
| i 
in ſide P 15 77 75 
mortiſicatos DavatrwdIeras 
vivificatos Cwomormbevras 
appropinquabit , ks 


* The Louvain text has likewiſe gloria, 


l. Alſo in the Compl. Vulg. and Stephens's editions of 1528, and 
1534. | 


11. 3 domus ſpiritualis the firſt ſtep was to domus ſpirituales, 
quoted by Jerom: then to domos ſpirituales. 


* 


7 This abbrevistion is uſed even in the Compl. edition. See for 


inſtance Matth. VI. 29. The ſtroke on the right hand of the ! 
makes it look ſo much like a r, that a tranſcriber might eaſily 
ſuppoſe the abbreviation denoted gratia. 

p. The letters N and D, as nee written, (for inſtance in 
Skinner's Etymologicon) are ſo alike, that FINE might be eaſily 
read FIDE, Stephens in his ed. of 1528 and 1 534 had Fran 


in fine, 


9. ien in his ed. of 1528 and 1534 bad printed appropingua- 
vit: which reading he again adopted i in his octavo edition of 


1 545. 


4 


„ Liſt I. 
5 | Steph. Gr. text 1550 [Common text b ef the 


printed Vulg. which in 
theſe examples agrees 


a with the Greek 
312 Pet. I 16 es vag gere- non enim doctas 
"vl I Oops * | 
82 __ TUO icv praeſentiam 4 
834. II. 150m x% coinquinationes et ma- 
au culae * 
84 8 4 aur fſeum * 


85 Sah. egen ien vidit- 
86 Jud. 111074 Th ds {quia in via 
$7 16A vree-[loquitur.ſuperba 


88 18 br. EN quia dicebant 


— 


$9 1 Pet. I. 9|uyav ſlanimarum anit 


r. A tranſcriber. in copying NONENIMDOCTAS as written in 
the old MSS, without intervals, might, after having written 
NONENIM, fix his eye, on returning to his original, on the 
ſyllable I IM, read it with DOCTAS, and ſuppoſe that INDOC- 
TAS was meant. Stephens in his ed. of 1528 end 1534 has 
doctas, . 


g. Pracſentien is alſo in the C. van and er ed. of 1825. 
and 1534. 


0 as a7 1 „ 


*. 


5. 
T5 This is likewiſe the reading of Stephens's ed. of 1523 and 
1534 *. 


| 0 
u. Eum is likewiſe the reading of the Compl. and Louvain texts. 0 


w. Eum may be eaſily taken for Deum, if a D precedes eum, or 
in dictating even, if a T goes before. Navi: eum is diſticult to . 


he | 


tten in 
yritten 
on the 
[DOC- 
34 has, 


f 1528, 
83 and 
texts. 
m, or 


cult to 


4 
LES 
* + 


Claſs FI. Fans 31; 


Steph. Vulg; text 1340 


non enim indoctas * | 


praeſcientiam 


coinquinationis et ma- 


culae 
deum w 
videt 
qui in via 
loquitur ſuperbiam ® 


qui dicebant 


; 


Readings, introduced 
into tlũs text by deſign. 


animarum veſtra- 
rum # 


Veleſian Readings 


\ ” 


ou Ve adbaxros 


And? T e 


di eAgyov 


ux wv ＋τ dd 


be diſtinguiſhed in ſpeaking from Novit deum. It is true that 
in the modern Vulgate noſſe precedes eum, but that novit or 
cognovit was formerly there, appears from the quotations of Cy- 
prian, Auguſtin, and Ambroſe, the two former having _— 


— 


*, 2 is alſo in the Louvain text, 


5. The Compl. Vulg, has likewiſe quia, - 


2. The alteration of ſuperba to ſuperbiam was probably the effect 
of mere accident, . becauſe the word, which follows it, begins 
with an M. Stephens in his ed. of 1534 had printed ſuperba, 
which is the reading allo of the Compl, edition. 


#, Veftrarum is not added in the Lauvein text. 


| 


Cl aſs VII. Contaming Double Readings, which 
of 1540, by being a copy, the one of the text, 


316- 


LPet. III. 2 


2Pet.IIL.r5 


2 Joh. 11 


Jud. 18 


Steph. Gr. text 1550 [Steph. Yule. text 1540 


Liſe L. 


Steph. Gr. text 1550 [Common text of the 


sor X- 


vp 


printed Vulg. which in 


cheſe examples agrees 


with the Greek 


| caſtam » 


domini noſtri 


noviſſimo tempore f 


ö 


94/2 Pet. I. 3 25 quae donata ſunt 


b. Caſtam is alſo in the Louvain text, and in une s ed. of 


c. If aten had ever been found in a Gr. MS. in this paſſage, or 
quoted from a Greek father, I ſhould have ſuppaſed that it had 
its origin in the Greek. But this is ſo far from being true, 
that even no Latin father reads ſanctam. Jerom, Auguſtine, 


and Fulgentius agree with the common text, and read caſtam. 
d. This addition is not in the Louvain text, nor had Stephens 


e. This remarkable interpolation is not in the Louvain text: nor 


1528, and 1534. 


made it in his editions of 1 528, and 1534. 


it is quoted by any of the Latin fathers, 


E 


uch 
ext, 


LO 


d, of 


e, or 
t had 
true, 
iſtine, 
ſtam. 


phens 


: nor 


Claſs VII. WEE 
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ſanctam £ eylay © 

domini noſtri + Jeſu | xvgls nuwy + Ines Xg- 
Chriſti 4 ne N 

e ＋ Ecce prae- Tomngols + 153 elmer 
dixi vobis, ut in die | dab, her & TH Huge TE 
domini non confunda- xvels un aloxurd fre 
mini 

noviſſimis temporibus ioy&r25 Yeovors £ 


appear to have been taken from Stephens's 1 ul gate 
the other of the margin u. 


W s margin Veleſian Readings 


donata eſt — dedognut vc et de digi 


f. Noviſimo tempore is likewiſe in the Louvain tent. 


z. The Greek MSS., have here five different readings: but the 
Marquis has been ſo unfortunate as to hit upon a reading, 
which exiſts in none. This reading therefore may r — 

. referred to the eighth claſs. 


1. The Catholic Epiſtles furniſh only one example for this Claſs, 
but I have quoted ſeveral more from other parts of the N. T. 
in the proof of the Fourth , | 


i. a-Fugyutye has been quoted from two Greek manuſcripts, bur 
dedogures from none. . 


318 
Claſs s VIII. een Readings, in which 


in caſes where the N ul gate is actually ſupported 
manuſcripts, but tranſlations from the Latin, 


| 


95 


Steph. Gr. text 1550 
Jam. II. 18|# Tov e 


x Pet. I. 22 [& b 
- | Oiavawne- 
KgITOv, ex 


xc N 
ra 


01 wy 
5 (Kur rxo Js 
1 


{PT ANKTCY 


1.0 l. 


u Ngdtg. A. 


| 37 ov. 8. 


[iv £pmouypory e 


Readings of Gr. MISS, 1 


Xwgls Tay e Vr. A. . 
8. 13. 25. 31. 56. 


CE” 


euro ds. A. | 
used, A. B. C. 25. 
27. 29. 


Tai. A. B. C. al. 6. 
er et el ẽ u 


k. In the readings of this claſs Velez was truly unfortunate: for 
in retranſlating from the Latin into Greek, the chance of hit- 
'ting on the Greek word, from which the Latin had been trans- 
lated, was at leaſt equal to the chance of hitting on a different 
word, But in three of the examples he is the leſs to be pitied, 
becauſe he might have kept himſelf from ſtumbling, if he had 
only con:ulted Stephens's Greek margin. . 


1. The letters and figures, which follow the readings in this co- 
lumn denote the Gr, MSS. quoted by Wetſtein & Griesbach. 


m. The readings i in this column had not their origin in the Latin: 
on the contrary they are tranſlations of the Greek readings 
quoted in the ſecond column, Moreover, ſeveral of them are 
undoubtedly genuine, and on chat accoynt have been taken by 
Griesbach into his Greek text, 


= 


u. I 


Claſs v 
| Felez has betroyedi his own 3 by quoting, 
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by Greel manuſcripts „not the readings of thoſ, e ; 
which exiſt in no Greek manuſcript | k, 


Steph. Vulgate 1540 m 


line operibus 


in fraternitatis amore 


ſimplici, ex corde » 


per quem 


vos autem 
e 


in n Wulo- 


res P 


- 


| 
| 


| 


Veleſian Readings 


exT0g sg 34 


— 4 rey 2 


13 


.vuels de 


Get ou 


iy c iu), 1 


u. It is evident that this tranſlation was made from a Greek MS, 
which like the Codex. Alexandrinus had not ««2zgz;. 


0. Velez joined femplici with ex corde, notwithſtanding there is a 
comma after ſimplici in Stephens's Vulgate of 1540, and alſo in 
that of 1534, and taking ſimplici ex corde for the tranſlation of 

u nadagde xagIſas , ſuppoſed that A e e had been left un- 


tranflated in the W 


p. Auguſtin quotes illuſione iludentr, wee the Greek paronoma · 


ſia is 3 


4. „ The very loſs of the paronomaſia in the Veleſian Reading be- 
modern Vulgate, + 


trays a tranſlation from the 


— 


3 


101 


10312Pet. III. x 


Steph. Gr. 


| 3 Joh. 10 


| 
J ad. 25 


Liſt I. 
text 1550 | Readings of Gr. VSS. 
|BAopevss ende xo 5. C. 3. 7. 
J 7.59. 


teri [ego + * vrog 15 
| aiavs. A. C. al. 8. 


jon 1 110 4 


Claſs IX. Contaning Readings , which a trans- 


nuſcript, ſo as to make it correſpond to the Latin, 
neither would nor could have adopted; conſe- 
evidently alterations from the Latm, not only 
manuſcript. 


104 | 


Jam. V. 4 a} foal v TE Hege tig 7H 


Steph. Gr. text 1550 


WTR xuels T% way elch. 
0aow | | 


7. With this reading the > runs thus. Ours beds Sate 
186 ade. 3 Ka] Te; tmidexoptves; KALE, 


5. Whether #n33-xoute; is the gennine reading, or the correction 
of a critical tranſcriber who wiſhed to improve on the original, 
is at preſent of no importance; bur neither the author nor 1 
tranſcriber, would, after having uſed the compound verb #:- 
Wxojens g immediately uſe the ſimple verb 3:xcpar. 


1. 1 place this reading as an Appendix to the preſent claſs, be- 
cauſe 132 has not been quoted from any Greek MS, and there- 
fore does not properly belong to this claſs, But as 43y and 1 
may be eaſily confounded in dictating, and the Vulg“ ecce is 4 


\ 


Claſs IX. 


3 
Steph. Vulgate 1540 195 Veleſian Readings 
TE poteſtas + ante omne cala *＋ Teo c 
ſaeculum alla v 
| eo ce Is a 


= 
* 


ans- criber, whoſe intention. was to alter his Greek lags 
tin, and therefore muſt have underſtood both languages, 


mſe- quently, containing Readings, which, as they „ 1 
only W never did, but never could have exiſted in a Greek 
. . . | ö | | 


| Steph. Vulg. text 1540 Veleſian Readings f 
1 1 

IReadings, which of 
themſelves are admiſ- 
ſible, but when con- 

| nected with the con- 

text make ſole- 
cisms *% 
6 7% 1Jamor eorum' in aures do-| 1. on duray ® 
Nb. nini ſabaoth introivit 


tranſlation of 332, it is not improbable, that it exiſted-formerly 
in ſome Greek MSS; Mill ſays, Vulg. legebat 32.” 

rrection n. Theſe readings were evidently fabricated by a man who col- 
original, lated ſingle words and phraſes, without regarding the context. 1 
Or nor 2 See what was ſald on this ſubject Art. 16. „ 
verb iu w. The words incloſed between the figure and the ſemicircle de- ö W 
note that part of the text, to which the Vel. R. refers, Where = 


rade xtra 


laſs, be- there is no ſemicircle, the figure denotes the place of an in- = 
ad there» dan 1 ; | 
„and i? x. Here Velez has left 410:aya64zo; unaltered, becauſe it was ſo far | 
ecce 18 1 removed from «i g that it escaped his notice. Conſequent- 

N : N þ 


ö | — ak 
\ * 


283}. © Liſt I. 


Bog I Steph. Gr. text 1550 


105 | 1Pet. I. 12 dunn durd, & vv M 4 
| Up dia ry suαννον,UEẽEui u 
* vue, 45 yelH r. a GTO - 
I Aevrian g2ovs, zeig & su- 


pion A α N 


„ ee agrryewra BeiOn, ro Ne- 
I | Ymov abehov* ans sr 
= gere * 


* rei Nl 5 Tegrdeoeus' 
Xevoluv, 1 ede uariey 
voc nos | 
19 | Er 9, K Tols ev NM 


4 | 
> 
.© 


S VEULRT' ' migeu9elg züge 
110 A He aura, 7 pucrgrin' 
1111 V. 3 Mas ds uaraxugivorres rh 
112 | xu, d Bruno,” yWous- 


vor T8 Trove ? 


& 


ly his reading makes a ſolecism. Now a Greek tranſcriber, who 
had altered «i fox) to 4 fo}, could not fail, when he came to 


eloeayaibacs, to alter it to cee AH,. 8 


9, fie tv is of itſelf a very good tranſlation of the reading of 
Stephens's ed. of 1540, but when connected with the Greek 
context it makes falſe grammar. Velez did not perceive that 
aweiues and ſpiritus were of different genders, This difference 
; has led him not only here, but in other places, into error. 


8. en quotes rationabile et innocen: lac concupircite 


. The common text agrees with _ Greek, being rationabile fine 

dolo: whence aroſe rationabiles ſine dolo, the reading of the 

. Louvain text, and laſtly rationabiles et fine dolo, that of Steph. 
Pulg. of 1540. This Reading may be alſo referred to Claſs VI. 


N 65 8X 0 Ce ine 


wy | 


er, who 
came to 


ading of 
je Greek 
ive that 
lifference 
error. 


_ Claſs IX. 


Steph. Vulg. text 1540 


Miniſtrabant ea, quae nunc 


nuntiata ſunt vobis, per eos 
qui evangelizaverunt vobis, 
ſpiritu ſancto miſſo de oel, 
in quem] deſiderant angeli 
prospicere. 

Sicut modo geniti infantes, 
3rationabiles et ſine dola, 
lac concupiscite #* 

Quarum non fit extrinſecus 
*capillatura,” aut fciroumda- 
tio* auri, aut indumenti ves- 
timentorum cultus 

In quo et his qui in carcere 
erant S ſpiritu' vemens prae- 
dicavit 

Deſt 7a peccatis* 

Neque ut dominantes in cle- 
ris ſed Sforma* facti gregls 
+ ex ammo 


* 


y 


dolo, 
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2. ic oy 7 


, _— 
* > *$ 


3. o Aoyimol xa} A- 
N. 


4. EuTMory 
5. Aeg e 


6. vet; 4 


23A — - 


* Saw, 


7. GpagTioug * 
8. nog | 


| 9. + dwmixgtaf 


Stephens in his ed, of 1528 and 1 $34 has rationabile et fins 


b, Here Velez did 8 a though rationabiles may agree 
with infantes, 6; Aoy axe) cannot agree with r# ge. 


t. Here Velez did not perceive the masculine article 5 before 


Vhwdev, 


, * 


d. Here Velez 5 eatocked the plural article TP with which 
wveluars had agreed. The common Vulgate text has fpiritibus 
like the Greek: alſo Stephens's: editions of 1528 and 1534. 


e. Velez in rendering peccatis by Spagrizis took no notice of 


TET AUT HL» 


. In rendeting forma by Tire; Velez did not' attend to vaõumen 
nor to *%Toc in rendering ex animo by bvoningeros. 


X 2 


Liſt J. 


is Steph. Gr. text 1530 
£13 | 2Pet. II. 7 | Kal dhe Awr xaramoveuero Et 
| | uno "Tic Tav- abeopoy 109% 7 
; aux cu ens esc hr 
1 
114 2 8 BACupeatrs yag ul 0x07 © > Oioung | a 
9 f EYKQTOIKAY sy curl rug 8 . 
II mares Wor Inoue avouos | x 
I ggyors 37 eG ages ba 
11 
115 10 Aster 8 ręe I 22Aa701- Sec 
| 4 8 | | tsvres Ts | -y du 
116 | 1Joh TV. 3 | Tio s ©370 rd ariggss Hic 
| 
| 
A 
| | 
117 James V. 134 6 veuę yes endigerau Toy vi. Eco, 
n lor KXgmov Tis yi pergovu- far 
pv en durd, bg Ew Aci . 
Fverov _— val * ” 
= e nw 
: 1 . aid not perceive that the inſertion of RIP 1 e 
* ebone of its article, A Greek tranſcriber yould have inſerted - 
Diusas ua? The. ti 
* ee „ h et om . u 6 41 
Wonder that Velez ſtumbled on a falſe concord. 
A4 i. Velez in tranſlating introducere by the e ragęcicdyoyreg 1. 15 
: has displayed his knowledge of the Greek elegancies: but he ; 
did not perceive that there was another participle already in 


Tis 
Nu. 
2 


OV 


prived 
nſerted 


* 
18 no 
* 


ay ovreg 
but he 
lready 
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Steph. Vulg. text 1540 

Et juſtum Lot oppreſſum a 
nefandorum *®%injuria ac 
luxurioſa converſatione eri- 
puit | 18 

Aſpectu enim et auditu jus- 
tus erat, habitans apud eos, 
qui de die in diem animam 
juſtam iniquis operibus 
iicruciabant ? | 

Sectas non metuunt 7 2;ntro- 
ducere* blasphemantes | 

Hic eſt * 3 Antichriſtus* 


Ecce agricola expectat pretio- 
ſum fructum terrae, patien- 
ter ferens donec accipiat 
r atemporaneum et ſeroti- 


ö 


| Velehan Readings 
10. + A,j, ai £ 


f 


11. ePacangy x 
12. + 1 eνοαꝰ 
* N 
8 * 4 
13. 0 QVvTIXC5os5 
B. 


Readings, which a 
tranſcriber who un- 
derftood Greek and 
Latin,would on other 
accounts not have 


adopted in his MS. 


14. = ve roy 


num 33 | 


uve. 


after rg{usec» or be would have rendered it by the plain infini- 


k. Here Velez perceived the difference between Antichriſtuc, and 
To Ts &vrixg456 but not between hic and gr, to which he paid 
no atteiſtion in the formation of his new reading. 


d. If a' Greek tranſcriber had intended to accommodate his text to. 
the Vulgate, in which the two laſt adjectives inſtead of agree- 
ing with - plaviam expreſſed, refer to fructum underſtood, he 
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would not have eraſed deré, without inſerting an article in its 
place. I have referred this reading to the Firſt Liſt containing 
thoſe which have not been discovered in Greek MSS. for though 
Stephens quotes ( — zercy) from his Codex %, yet as this MS, 
in the Codex Vatabli, and the Codex Vatabli not only omits 
deroy, but has «prov in its ſtead, this Veleſian Reading is juſt- 
- ly entitled to its preſent place. 


m. This reading is neither in the common text, nor in the Lou- 
vain text, nor in Stephens's text of 1528, or 1534. 
u. To ſay nothing of the omiſſion of ys, the transpoſitions of 
a , xaroraRingy and wargodupiagyor the inſertion of Ti; be- 
pevie, all out of compliment to Stepheys's Vulgate, the trans- 
lation of exitus mali is truly curious, Tak invents Kae dog, 
which does not exiſt in the Greek language, and if it did would 
not ſignify exitus malur, but would be an adjective, like xa«i- 
ag, KEXOALYOCy Kaxovojuory etc.: and moreover he makes it of 
the masculine gender, becauſe exitus is masculine in Latin. 
„ One Greek MS. has 5; after TegaxzAZ, and one other after 
arlx ec, but none has dds in both places. If tus; be not in- 
ſerted after ragarahd, we may lay enixeevu du⁰e, taking at- 
xerdat in a paſſive ſenſe: but if dps; be uſed after Tegarza, 
| #nixa09u cannot be taken paſſively: it muſt be of the middle 
voice, and will of itſelf ſignify abſtinere vos. The inſertion there- 
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tis, et laboris et patientiae u 


Obſecro 7520s" tanquam ad- 
venas et peregrinos abſtinere 
I6pos* a carnalibusdehiderus 


Tradebat autem judicanti ſe 
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fore of © Gut; in both places makes a ſolecism. See Dreſigit Com- 
ment. de verbis mediis, Sect. I. 5. 18. 


b. This reading makes downright nonſenfe. The literal trans- 


lation of Tage3/3 75 ngivorrs is tradebat ſe judicanti, becauſe 


ragedide being of the middle voice is reciprocat, and this is the 
reading which is quoted by the Latin fathers. Through the 
negligence of tranſcribers the words ſe and judicanti have been 
transpoſed in the modern Vulgate; yet the ſenſe, though alter- 
ed, is not deſtroyed, in the Latin, becaufe ſe is not always re- 


ciprocal, but is fometimes uſed as equivalent to eum. See for 
inſtance, Cic. de Off. Lib. III. 10, But as Zvr0v is always re- 
ciprocal in Greek, the inſertion of it after «g/vovr: not only al- 
ters but deſtroys the ſenſe. With reſpect ro 43, which Velez 
has ſubſtituted to J,, becauſe the Vulgate has injufte, it 
has never been adopted by a Greek tranſcriber, any more than 
tzvriv. Wetſtein indeed quotes it from a Greek Lectionary, but 
he at the fame time declares that ir is not the original reading 
of that lectionary, but the alteration of a modern proprietor 
of the manuſcripr, who was not a Greek, but a member of 
the Latin Church, who has written * dds as a ſubſtitute to 
Z:ve/2;, in imitation of ſe injuſte, and has thereby ſhewn himſelf 
a ſtill greater flave to the Vulgate even than the Marquis of 
Velez. See VVetſtein's Prolegomena p- 63. 


4. This was an unlucky attempt, to bring the Greek nearer to. 


the Latin, The Marquis had learnt from. his grammar that 
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Toyps ſignified fo: he concluded therefore that rare, and not 
derart mult ſignify /atis. Ile had not learnt that the ſenſe of 
ſto is confined to the ſecond Aorift, and Ta. and that 
Toars & not ſtatis bur fiſtitis. 


v. Taire yeg d magovra . have been good Greek, and would 
have exactly correſponded to Stephens's Vulgate. Moreover, 
Velez ſaw, or might have ſeen this very reading in the margin 
of Stephens's Greek Teſtament. But the Marquis was not ſa- 
tisfied with an agreement in the ſenſe, he judged it neceſſary 
that they ſhould agree is the very words, and inſerted there- 


fore, in defiance of Tegovra, both 4 and wert in order to have 


| ſomething which ſhould correſpond to ſi and cum. Even in the 
Vulgue { vobiscum adſint is a miſtake for yobis cum adſint, which 
is ſtill retained in the Codex Harleianus 1772, and other ancient 


L MES. 


g. Whoever known the meaning of zx will not expect to find 
either it, or any of irs compounds in a MS, of the Gr. Teſta- 
ment. Beſides, this verb no where occurs compounded with 
cv. At Jude 12 where everygueve; Occurs again, the Vulgate 
has literally convivantes, and there Velez has niade no altera- 


— 


tion: but as it is here rendered by luxuriantet, he thought it ne- 
ceſſary to quote a ftronger expreſſion than curewg2uere:, and he 


has * his purpoſe to the full. 
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ſubjugale mutum + animal 
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7. The addition of animal was not improper in the Latin, though 
Latin Fathers, and the moſt ancient Latin MSS. among which 


is the Cod, Harl. 1772, have the paſſage without it: 


bur the, 


addition of Cg is, to ſay the leaſt of it, ſuperfluous in the 


| Greek. 


* 


1. The rejection of %%, and the converſion of un from a negative 


adverb to a conjunction, after 8>inere Savrgc, is an alteration ' 
which would have hardly been made by a Greek Tranſcriber, 
though wz is ſometimes uſed as a negative conjunction, and 
alſo with the ſubjunctive mood. But as the Vulgate has ne, 
and not »# non, Velez thought the alteration abſolutely ne- 


ceſlary. 


. Several ancient and valuable Greek MSS. read here «ts rde Ae 


ode, xa? Taro Huss, which is a very: good reading; but none read 
like Velez xa) r5ro dig T5; Flu, which is a very bad reading, 
Even in the Vulgate the addition of in after hoc is a modern 
interpolation, . for Jerom quotes the paſſage thus, in fratribus, 
es hoc peregrinis. 


x, Velez was reſolved to have ſomething which ſhould correſpond 


to quaſi though the turn of [expreſſion in the Greek is totally 


diſterent from that in the Latin. 
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LIST 


CONTAINING READINGS, WHICH HAVE BEEN 
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Jam. I. 19 | wse 
Il. 8 | Ty ON 
III. 5 | SN 
1 Pet. I. 22 | d veν,iZ⁵ g 
III. 8 OAO 


4. The letters and figures annexed to each reading denote the 


manuſcript, or manuſcripts, in which that reading has been 
found, | 


- b. In the margin of Stephens's Greek Teſtament ent ges is 


quoted as a various reading to q:a:9goves. Now as the Vul- 
gate in having both medeſti and knmites, expreſſes both of 
theſe readings, it was neceſſary for Velez to make uſe of both: 
but inſtead of quoting them ſingly, he has thought proper to 
mould them into the compound q:Avrerevigpeoves, The writer 
of the Codex Petavianus 3, which is the only manuſcript, that 


bas this reading, has done the ſame, See Mill's note to this 
paſſage. Perhaps it will be thought extraordinary that Velez 


ſhould have adopted this ſingular compound, when the two 


_ fimple words would have anſwered his purpoſe equally well, 


unleſs he had authority for the one, and not for the other. 
But the Cod, Pet. 3, the only MS, in which this reading i 
found, was in the time of Velez, as well an hundred years af 
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quoted in the margin of Stephens's Greek Teſta- 
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ſcitis ige. A. C. 
ſcripturas reg YO g. 2 7. 29. 
e, 55 7Nixov. A. C. 
— per ſpiritum de averpatce. A. C. 27. 
modeſti, humiles | OtAorurewoPeoves *. 40. J 


ter that period, preſerved at Paris (ſee Wetſtein Vol. II. p. 14. 
No. 46) and I cannot ſuppoſe that Velez took a journey from 
Madrid to Paris, in order to collate this manuſcript, If the / 
writer of the Cod. Pet. 3. could form this ſingular compound, 
without the aſſiſtance of Velez, why could not the latter have 
done the ſame without the aſſiſtance of the former? But all 
difficulty on this ſubject will be removed, when I mention the 
following circumſtance, When Velez framed his collection of 
readings, 'this very MS. had been already collated by Gagnaeus, 
and quoted under the title Codex Dionyſianus, in Gagnaeii 
Scholia in omnes Pauli epiſtolas er Epiſt. canonicas, of which 
the firſt edition was publiſhed at Paris in 1543. See Walchii 
Bibl. Theol, Tom. IV. p. 666. Now Gagnaeus in his Note to 
1 Pet. III. 8 fays, In vetuſto Codice Dionyſiano pro eo quod 
interpres vertit humiler eſt [Q1Aor«76;v.qgoves. If Velez therefore 
did not form this compound for himſelf, he took- it from 
Gagnaeus, 
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e. This Veleſian Reading is the reading of all the printed editions 
of the Greek Teſtament which were publiſhed before Stephens“ 
edition of 1550: and differs from the text of this edition in the 
inſertion of the words 27 Zyryodrw, which Stephens's compo- 
fitor had omitted by miſtake. Hence Wetſtein concluded (Prol- 
p. 60) that the Veleſian readings were adapted to Stephens“ 
Greek text of 1550, and, as Mariana relates that they were 
written in the margin of a Greek Teſtament, that that Greek 
Teſtament was of this editien. A compariſon of the firſt and 
laſt columns in the General Table which I have given of the 


editions 
phens's 
a in the 
compo- 


-— ſubdit 


ſimus 


Steph. Vulg. text 


1540 
faciat bonum, inqui- 
rat pacem, et ſe- 
quatur eam 
vos 
— pro nobis 
— nobis 
— vitae 
requiescet 


Deeſt 


——_ —— 


Deeſt 

propria gloria et vir- 
tute 

conviviis 


incellabilis 


avaritia 
— in nocte 


et promiſſa 
a Deo 
faciamus 
Chriſtus 


Claſs 'K 


333 
Veleſian Readings | 


01 Tomo urw cy. Ne, GT1o ut 
r Wenn, x dF ous 
\ c | ' 


TH 

ids. A. 2. 17. 25. 31. 

— um mu C. 27. 29. 

— m. A. 29. 35. | 

— T2 GI. A. C. 4.14. 29. 38. 

avanxuceta t. Mos. c. 

Deeſt. A. 3. 4. 13. 17. 27. 
29. 0 

— uTFITXT Teo. A. 27. 29. 

Deeſt. A. 

dic JoEn 1%) agery. A. C. 15. 
25. 36. 

ayamayg, A. 

AKATATAUSE., 2. 4. 22. 25. 27, 
30. 40. 

TMeovetia *, Colb. 

— iy wzerl. A. B. 13. 25. 27. 
29. 39. 40. 

* T% SC ννννννντW. A. 

a 78 Oe. A. 

Toiauev. A. B. 17. 27. 29. 33. 

0 Nęisec. 34. f 

P 

EY. 34. # 


Veleſian Readings in the Catholic Epiſtles, will afford a com- 
plete confirmation of Wetſteins opinion. 

d. This reading is quoted by no other editor than Matthaei, who 
quotes it from the Codex Mosquentfis c. 

e. This reading is quoted in no edition of the Greek Teſtament. 
But in the margin of Mills G. T. preſerved in the Bodleian 
it is noted as being in a Colbert MS. (the number is not men- 

| tioned). See Griesbach's Symbolae criticae Tom. I. p. 301. 

f. Theſe two readings are quoted in no edition of the Greek Tes- 
tament, but they are both in the Codex Montfortianus. The 
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writer of that Ms. as well as tht Marquis of Velez tranſlated 
them from the Latin, in which, and not in the Greek, they 
had very evidently their origin, the one atiſing from a confu- 


| fon of XPS and SPS, the other of ſumur and ſimus. 


g. The Louvain text, and alſo the common text agree with the 
Greek in having nobiscum. 


k. Theſe Manuſcripts, according to Wetſtein, hand they inſert 
, do not place it like Velez before, dut after yo4qe. This 


ww e = wo 07 


nilated 
, they 
confu- 


th the 


inſert 


This 


Claſs 11. 


Steph. Vulg. text 
1540 
vobiscum £ 
exierunt 
„ 
tibi ſcribere 


nolui | 
ſcientes ſemel omnia 


3233 
Veleſian Readings 


usd vua. 22. 

di dbos. B. 15. 17. 26. 29. 36. 
dun. A. 13. 27. 29. 

gol yeaPew b. A. C. 17. 2. 31. 
33. 40. 1 
8x MbeN Y. 27. 


eldé rag daf xv. A. B. C. 


found already quoted i in the margin of Seephens' 8 
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it, is in no Greek MSS, 
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i. Tov #ayclov only is Wer in Stephens's margin, to which Ve- 
lez added c, on account of imum in Stephens's Vulgate, which 
is not in the common editions of the Vulgate, nor in the Lou- 
vain text. Tv TAyc/ov, with the addition of cs, is in no Greek 
MS. and therefore this Veleſian Reading might have been juſtly 


placed in the Firſt Liſt. 
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But Velez A ene dude 1 gene Riess; dense W ard no 
words ,; which hn to them in the Vulgate. 
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* This is one of the two EP in the Cath. Ep. which do not 
exactly coincide with Stephens's Vulgate. It is true that ge. 
uulvsg by being in the preſent tenſe comes nearer to reſervari than 
rerięuuc vs: but rue would ha ve come till nearer, and I can 
aſſign no other reaſon for the preference of Tygepdve; , than that 
Velez found it already quoted, but not Tyg4.03«, in Stephens's 
margin. Tyg#,c3: is in the Codex Colbertinus 2844, which in 
this paſſage exactly agrees with the Vulgate. But as Velez 
had neither this, nor any other Greek MS. he has here abided 
by the reading which Stephens had quoted to his hand, Or 
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perhaps rwe owes its place in the Veleſian collection to a 
cauſe aſſigned in the laſt page of this Appendix, 


m. Stephens quotes 3aiyws droquytvras: but as in the Latin, the 
verb was in the preſent tenſe, Velez thought it neceſſary to 


alter 4rvoquyovrac ta droqrbyovras. 


In fact therefore this Veleſiau 


Reading has. never been quated from a Greek MS. 
u. The Nominative is a neut. pl. 
o. Dei is added neither in the common editions, nor in che Lou- 


vain text. 
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9. This is not the whole of the Velefian Reading, for at the be- 
ginning is T&vre yes gu before d,, which correſponds to rde 
.» Yygaye' of the Greek text: but I have been obliged to refer this 
part of the reading to another Claſs, not only becauſe ygdq is 


4 


Joy 


Claſs II. 


Steph. Vulg. text | 
1540 
vobis, ut ſciatis quo- 
niam vitam habetis 
aeternam, qui credi- 
tis in nomen filii Dei 


verum + Deum 
ſcribens x 


ut, quemadmodum 


audiſtis ab initio 


quae operati eſtis, ſed 


ut mercedem ple- 
nam accipiatis 

ſpero enim me futu- 
rum apud vos 

gaudium veſtrum 

gratiam 

veri tatis | - 

noſti 

dilectis 

noſtrae 

arguite judicatos 

illos vero ſalvate, de 
igne rapientes, aliis 
autem miſeremini 
in timore | 

vos conſervare 


— ſapienti 


Deo ſalvatori noſtro 
+ per Jeſum Chri- 
ſtum dominum no- 
ſtrum 


| 
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not quoted by Stephens, but beeauſe it has never bras quored 


from a Greek Ms. 


. It appears from the Tirſt Lift, that the number of Velefian 
| 3 in che Catholic EpilYles, which have never bern dis- | 
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Rules neceſſary to be obſerved in examining the 
Veleſian readings. - 


. Tf any man ſhonld be dispoſed, after what has been 
already ſaid on this fubject, to undertake an other exami- 
nation of the Velelian readings, I requeſt him, 1. To pro- 
cure the Adverſaria ſacra, and not to truſt either to the 
London Polyglot, or MilPs Appendix, and leaſt of all to 
Kiiſters edition 7. 2. To refer each reading to its proper 
place, in which there is great danger of erring, when'the 
fame word occurs more than once in a chapter, becauſe 
De la Cerda has not diſtinguiſhed the verſes s. 3. To pro- 
cure Stephens's edition of the Vulgate of 1540, and not to 
traſt to the re- impreſſion of 1546. 4. In comparing the 
Veleſian readings with thoſe of Stephens's Vulgate to-cor- 
rect the typographical errors fin De la Cerda, and not to 
conclude that a Velelian Reading differs from Stephens's 


covered in Greek MSS.-amount to an hundred and twenty ſeven, 
From this ſecond liſt it appears that the number of thoſe, 
which have been found in Greek manuſcripts, #mounts only to 
an hundred and two, and even of theſe there are three, viz ren 
mAauciov os Jam. IV. 12. ec Jaiyus &wrogiuyovraus 2 Pet. II. 18, and 
cen yedqerv 3 Joh, 13, which might not improperly be placed in 
the firſt Lift. Further, the two readings Xe:50c 1 John V. 6, 
and due 1 John V. 20, never exiſted in any other Greek ma- 
nuſcript than the Latinizing Codex Montfortianus. Laſtly, 
twelve more of theſe readings mark only the omiſſion of certain 
- words contained in Stephens's Greek, and not in his Latin text. 


r. Dr, Michaelis, who has written very ingeniously on this ſubject, 
has been led into error by truſting to Küſter's edition, inſtead of 
. conſulting the Adverſaria ſacra. Of fifteen readings, which he 
has quoted in his Tractatio critica p. 96, there are not leſs than 
eight, viz, thoſe taken from Matth. XVI. 3. XVIII. 23. XIX. 9, 
XX. 28. XXII. 20, XXIV. 9. XXV. 20. 41., which do not exiſt 
in the Veleſian collection, as publiſhed by De la Cerda. They 
are all indeed in Kiiſters's edition, into- which they found their 
way, through an accumulation of miſtakes, made partly by the 
editors of the London Polyglot, partly by Mill, and partly by 
Kiüſter himſelf, or rather by Kiiſter's compoſitor, who has ſome- 
times inferred the abbreviation Vel. in a Wrong place, and made 
readings» Veleſian, which really are not. 


5. Three more of the fifteen Veleſian readings quoted by Dr. Mi- 
chaelis p. 96, viz. thoſe quoted as being in Matth. VI. g. XVI. 
6. 11, have been falſely referred te thoſe verſes: for they belon 
to Matth. VI. 1. XVI. 8. 12., and there they exactly agree wit 
Stephens's Vulgate. Further I. D. Michaelis in his Introduction 
to the N. T. Vol. II. F. 353. of the Cambridge edition, has 
quoted fix Velefian readings. as not being in the Vulgate, of 
which: five belong either to this or the preceding note. 


- W, 
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| 45 . 
Vulgate, where that difference was occaſioned by a mere 
blunder of the compoſitor #. 5. In examining whether a 
Veleſian Reading has been found in a Greek manuſcript, to 
avoid being led into error by Sabatier, who, though he ge- 
nerally quotes theſe readjngs by name, yet ſometimes quotes 
them without ſaying that they are Veleſian, whence thoſe, 
whoare not acquainted with the ſubject, might ſuppoſe that 
he drew from ſome other ſource. 6. If on comparing the 
Veleſian readings with thoſe of Stephens's Vulgate a few 
examples ſhould be found, in which they differ from each 
other ®, to recollect the various cauſes, which might 
produce exceptions to the general rule. Theſe cauſes are, 
) Velez himſelf could not pollibly make a collection of 
nineteen hundred readings, without making ſome miſtakes; 


_ eſpecially as he had to collate two editions, which were 


not divided into verſes, and therefore if the ſame words 
occurred twice in the compaſs of a few lines, was expoſed 
to the danger of confounding them v. ) Velez in the po- 
fition of his obelus, aſteriſk, and ſemicircle, was no more 
exempt from error than Stephens, who has made many 
miſtakes of this kind: but wherever Velez placed any of 
theſe marks wrong, the Veleſian reading miſt vary from 
that of Stephens's Vulgate x. c) Theſe marks may not only 
have been ſet wrong in ſome places by Velez hinſelf, but 


8, The typo phical blunders von de dn, cara ys meoyworvy, etc. to the 
amount of fifteen in the Catholic Epiſtles, it is unneceſſary to 
mention. Six others, though leſs glaring, are equally errata, viz, 
Jam. III. 14. . wor: 2 Pet. I. 3. Jedwgyrera:: II. 14. Aces : 
18. De: 2 John 2 tre ned dd,: 12, tanita e which Mill 
in his Appendix has properly corrected to et de, deBugyray 
Ave, baiyus, You: wY' dd, Hamitu yiveedus: and by his cor- 


ction I have abided. 2 : | 

1. Darke there are any examples of real diſagreement in the ca- 

thel epiſtles, may be determined by examining the preceding 
table. . | a 


uv, Thus Velez quotes xanioes To HE, dur as a various reading to 


xanaess: To Yours turs Matth. I. 23, where Stephens's Vulgate 
reads vocabitur nomen eius, and therefore differs from the Veleſian 
reading. But only two lines above vocabirur nomen ejus Stephens's 
Vulgate has vocabis nomen ejus, which belongs to V. 21. Velez's 
eye probably caught this reading, as the text was not divided 
into verles, and ſuppoſed that vocabis correſponded to the Greek 
4A Or perhaps this reading found its way into the Veleſian 
collection, from a cauſe to be aſſigned preſently, i 


x, That Velez uſed the ſame marks with Stephens, appears from De 
la Cerda, who in various places, eſpecially Mark I. 1, obſerves, 
* Stellula appingitur, ut intelligamus aliquid deeſſe.“ 
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in others by Mariana , who. made the tran 
la Cerda, likewile in a copy of Stephens's edition of 1550 .. 
d) De la Cerda in preparing the readings. for the preſs, 
| could no more. than Mariana have made the tranſcript 
* without ſome miſtakes: but wherever a miſtake was made 
by either of them, a deviation muſt have taken place from 
Stephens's Vulgate. e) As the Veleſian readings were writ- 
ten both by Velez and Mariana, in the margin of Stephens's 
Greek Teſtament, where there are many printed readings, 
it is not impoſſible that either the one or the other when 
their attention was wearied by the long dull labour of trans. 
cribing, copied by accident a reading printed hy Stephens, 
in conjunction with thoſe written by Velez. -1f therefore 
a reading, which is not in Stephens's Vulgate, but is in 
his Greek margin, ſhould any where'be ſound in the Vele- 
ſian, collection, it may be indebted for its introduction to 
this cauſe 2. —— When we conſider how powerfully all 
- thele cauſcs might have operated, we have reaſon to 
wonder, that they have operated fo ſeldom, and that the 
exceptions are ſo very few.  _ ® 0M 


BA 3. Stephens“ Greek text at Matth. XXIII. 19, is dee ua} rug, 
; for which his Vulgate has only Caeci. Here Velez ſhould have 
incloſed nage xz) between his obelus and ſemicircle: bur he muſt 
have placed the ſemicircle after ru9ao2, for not only Auge xa, 

but likewiſe 7449 is quoted by De la Cerda as wanting. 


. Matth. X. 3. 4. where the Greek text js AcSPaxioc, 5 tminaybog 

_  Qaddatoc, Eipwy 6 Kavaviryc, xa? K. r. A. Velez quotes Keveveioc As 

. various reading, and according to De- la Cerda, as a various 

reading to Ae Here the mark of reference mult have been 

ſet wrong if not by Velez at leaſt by Mariana, for no manuſcript 

or edition either Greek or Latin, ever read Ka in the place 

of acffz7oc. And this is confirmed by what De la Cerda ſays in 

the parallel paſſage Mark III. 18. *&zvaeviryy corrigit Kevavuiov,” 
where the mark of reference had been placed right. 


| . That Mariana copied them in the margin of a Greek Teſtament, 
+ 3 De la Cerda relates, Adverſ. ſacra p. 129 and this Greek Teſta» 
3 ment muſt have been Stephens's edition of 1550, the fame” as 
1 Velen had uſed, or the readings would not have ſuited the text. 


, The reading «acre; Matth I. 23, which Iimentioned Note w is in 
Stephens's Greek margin. Whether this was the cauſe of its in- 

| — 1696/0 into the Veleſian collection, or that already aligned, 
is immareral, | | Lal £59 
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